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Stillwater  River  Bridge  BR  9048(11)  (p.m.s.c#2295) 
NE  of  Absarokee Environmental  Assessment 

Summary 

The  MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  (MDT)  is  proposing  to  construct  a  new  bridge  for  the 
existing  "Riverside  Inn"  crossing  of  the  Stillwater  River.  This  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  has  been 
prepared  to  identify  potential  environmental  impacts  and  mitigation  resulting  from  this  action.  This  proposed 
project  is  located  in  Stillwater  County,  approximately  3  kilometers/km  (1 .9±  miles/mi)  northeasterly-of 
Absarokee.  The  present  bridge  connects  Montana  Primary  highway  route  #78.  (P-78.)  with  two  county 
roads  north-northwesterly-of  the  historic  "Riverside  Inn"  property. 

This  proposed  action  consists-of  replacing  the  existing  4.7±  meter/m  ( 1 5.5±  ft)  wide,  53 .95±  m  ( 1 77± 
ft)  long  steel  and  wood  deck  structure  with  a  new  7.9±m(25.9±  ft)  wide,  55.25±m(181.25±  ft)  long, 
prestressed/steel-reinforced  concrete  structure  west-southwesterly  (upstream)  from  the  existing  bridge. 
This  proposal  also  includes  construction  of  new  approach  roads  between  P-78.  above  the  river's  south- 
easterly (right)  bank,  and  the  county's  North  Stillwater  and  Miller  roads  to  the  north. 

The  existing  structure,  known-locally  as  the  "Riverside  Inn"  or  "Garrigus"  and/or  "Thompson's"  bridge, 
was  built  around  (c. )  1 907,  but  was  determined  to  be  ineligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP).  Rehabilitation  of  this  bridge  to  current  highway  standards  would  be  difficult  and 
expensive  due  to  height,  width,  and  load  limitations.  The  latest  structural  sufficiency  rating  for  the  bridge  is 
1 7.0,  on  a  scale  ranging  from  0  (non-functional)  to  1 00  (optimal  condition).  The  bridge  currently  has  a 
posted  safety  load  of  7.25±  metric  tonnes(8  tons).  As  the  two  lane  road  narrows  to  one  at  the  bridge,  this 
proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  provide  a  safer  and  more  efficient  facility  for  all  road  users  at 
this  location. 

The  alternatives  initially  identified  for  this  study  were  the  "No  Build"  alternate,  the  rehabilitation  alternate, 
and  four  alternate  "Build"  alignments.  The  "No  Build"  alternative  would  provide  maintenance  and  minor 
safety  improvements  for  the  existing  bridge,  but  it  would  not  correct  the  deficiencies  of  the  bridge  and/or 
its  approaches.  The  rehabilitation  option  and  three  of  the  "Build"  alternate's  approaches  and  structure 
locations  were  eliminated  prior-to  detailed  evaluations. 

MDT's  "preferred'  "Build"  alternative's  proposed  new  crossing  will  be  125±  m  west-southwesterly  from 
(4 1 0±  ft  upstream  of)  the  existing  crossing.  This  alignment  will  avoid  conflicts  with  historic  buildings  at  the 
"Riverside  Inn"  site  which  are  adjacent-to  the  existing  bridge's  southerly  approach,  and  maintains  traffic 
over  the  present  crossing  during  construction.  Grades/vertical  alignment  are  controlled-by  the  intersections 
at  each  end  of  the  proposed  new  bridge's  approaches. 

This  proposed  project  was  evaluated  for  its  potential  social,  economic,  and  environmental  impacts.  A 
summary  of  those  impacts  and  their  proposed  mitigation  are  presented  in  "Table  S-1 "  on  the  following 
pages  (ii  &  iii). 
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Table  S-1 
Impact  and  Mitigation  Summary 


Issue 


Impact 


Mitigation 


Land  Use/Right-of-Way 
(R-o-W)/easements 


Environmental  Justice 


Travel/Access 


Social 

Important  Farmlands 

Economic  Activity 

Parks/Recreation 

Floodplains 


Seeding 


1.35±  hectares/ha  (3.34±  acres/ac)  of 
new  R-o-W,  0.05±  ha  (0.1±  ac)  for  a 
temporary-use  construction  permit, 
and  0.05±  ha  (0.1±  ac)  for  an  ease- 
ment will  be  required-for  MDT's 
"preferred'  alternative  on  this 
proposed  project. 


Minorities,  low-income  populations, 
and/or  ethnic  neighborhoods. 

Proposed  bridge  and  southerly 
approach  modified  to  accommodate 
outfitter's  needs.   Includes  an 
underpass  for  a  new  horse/equipment 
access  road  w/culvert  to  cross  an 
existing  irrigation  ditch. 

Location,  distribution,  density  or 
growth  rate  of  the  area's  population. 

Approximately  0.6  ha  (1.5±  ac)  of 
(former)  SCS-designated  Statewide 
Important  Farmland  impacted. 

No  direct  long-term  adverse  or 
beneficial  effects  on  the  local-  and/or 
regional  economies. 

No  significant/long-term  disruption  of 
river's  recreational  use  at  this 
location. 


Will  not  promote  or  encourage 
development  within  FEMA-delineated 
floodplain,  nor  increase  flood  liability 
hazard  from  its  construction. 


Proposed  construction  will  result  in 
temporary  soil  disturbances. 


R-o-W  will  be  obtained  in  accordance 
with  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance 
and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Act  of 
1970,  and  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act 
Amendments  of  1987.  No  substantive 
changes  in  land  use,  nor  displacements 
of  residences,  farm  structures,  and/or 
businesses  will  occur. 

No  adverse  impacts;  proposed  action 
complies  w/C/V/7  Rights  Act  of  1964,  and 
E.0.12898. 

Will  result  in  overall  improvement  to  the 
public  road  and  bridge  system  in  this 
area  of  Stillwater  County.  Field  access 
across  proposed  project's  route  will  be 
maintained  for  commercial  outfitting 
operation. 

No  adverse  impacts. 

Proposed  impact  is  not  considered 
significant  in  terms  of  Important 
Farmlands  within  the  county. 

Proposed  action  will  have  no  significant 
impacts;  see  also  "Travel/Access"  in 
regards  to  commercial  outfitters'  use. 

No  designated/managed  Fishing  Access 
S\le/NL&WCF-  Section  6(f)  land/public 
park/recreation  area  in  either  proposed 
project's  or  current  bridge's  area. 

A  Floodplain  Development  Permit  for 
this  proposed  project  was  issued-by  the 
county.  Landowner  on  SE  side  of  the 
existing  crossing  requested  the  existing 
bridge's  abutment  remain  to  control 
erosion  and  reduce  the  potential  for  local 
flooding.  Complies w/E.0. 11 988. 

Permanent  desirable  vegetation  will  be 
re-established  over  all  disturbed  areas; 
proposed  action  in  accordance  w/7 -22- 
2152  and  60-2-208,  M.C.A. 


(concluded -on  next   page) 
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Table  S-1 
Impact  and  Mitigation  Summary    (conclusion: ) 


Issue 


Impact 


Mitigation 


Erosion  Control 


Water  Quality 


Wetlands 


Runoff/sedimentation  from  exposed 
(unvegetated)/disturbed  areas  during 
proposed  project's  construction. 

Limited-to  period  for  the  proposed 
construction  of  new  bridge  support 
piers  and  placement  of  "rip-rap" 
around  abutments. 

MDT's  "preferred"  alternative  will  fill 
approximately  0.06  ha  (0.1 5±  ac)  of 
Class  IV  wetland. 


Threatened/Endangered   Four  Federally-listed  T/E  Species 
(T/E)  Species  identified-in  the  general  vicinity. 


Biological  Resources 


Cultural  Resources 


Traffic  Noise 


Visual 


Air  Quality 


Hazardous  Substances 


U.S.D.o.T.-  Section  4(f) 


Construction 


mdt's  "preferred'  alternative  will  have 
minor  impacts  on  aquatic  (i.e.:  fish, 
principally  trout),  and  plant  species. 

Two  sites:  "Riverside  Inn"  (24ST164) 
and  "Roadhouse  Ditch"  (24ST206) 
identified. 

Residences  nearby,  but  existing  and 
future  traffic  levels  (ADT)  too  low  to 
accurately  measure  noise  levels. 

MDT's  "preferred'  alternative  will  result 
in  new  crossing  w/new  approaches  & 
bridge,  and  removal-of  existing  bridge. 

Located  in  "unclassified/attainment" 
area  under  40  CFR  81.327. 

Some  lead-based  paint  remaining  on 
existing  bridge,  which  also  has 
treated  timber  decking. 

"No  Adverse  Effect"  determination 
on  "Riverside  Inn"  site  (24ST164). 

Traffic  disruptions,  noise,  dust,  etc. 


An  MPDES  authorization  "/approved 
ecp's  under  ARM  16.20.1314  will  be 
obtained-for  this  proposed  project. 

Both  a  Clean  Water  Act  -  Section  404 
and  a  124SPA  permit  will  be  obtained 
prior-to  construction.   No  permanent 
impacts  to  water  quality  will  result. 

Due-to  both  the  minor  amount  and 
impracticality  of  on-site  mitigation, 
proposed  impact  will  be  accounted-for 
through  MDT's  Wetland  Ledger. 

No  reported  or  observed  occurrences  of 
T/E  Species  in  proposed  project's  area. 

No  work  in  river  Mar.  -  Apr.  or  Oct.,  see 
also  "Seeding"  for  mitigation  of  impacts 
on  plants.  No  negative  impacts  to  rare 
or  sensitive  terrestrial  species. 

Will  result  in  No  Adverse  Effect  on  the 
"Riverside  Inn"  and  No  Effect  to  the 
"Roadhouse  Ditch."  SHPO  concurred. 

Complies  with  both  FHWA's  Noise 
Abatement  criteria  under  23  CFR  772, 
and  MDT's  Noise  Policy,  as  amended. 

Not  regarded-as  a  significant  detraction 
from  overall  setting,  and  existing  bridge 
will  be  preserved  (in  another  locale). 

Complies  "/Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  (42  U.S.C.7521(a),  as  amended). 

Disposal  in  accordance  with  EPA, 
OSHA,  and  MDEQ  regulations,  any 
remaining  paint  to  become  responsibility 
of  existing  bridge's  new  owner. 

Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 
form  under  Part  V. 

Existing  bridge  remain  in-use  until  mdt's 
"preferred'  alternative  completed,  other 
effects  to  be  controlled  and  short-term  in 
duration. 
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METRIC  CONVERSION 
In  accordance  with  recent  Executive  Orders  and  Secretary  of  Commerce  direction,  Federal  Highway 
Administration  and  supporting  agency  plans  are  to  be  presented  in  metric  units.  This  document,  where 
appropriate,  will  reflect  both  English  and  metric  units  side  by  side  to  assist  the  reader.  The  metric  unit  is  shown 
first  followed  by  the  English  unit  in  parentheses.  For  example:  13.7  kilometers  (8.5  miles).  The  following  is 
a  brief  summary  of  the  conversion  factors  and  units  used  in  this  document: 


Metric  Units 

Enqlish  Units 

Conversion 

Factor  (M 

millimeter  (mm) 

inch  (in) 

0.0394 

meter  (m) 

foot  (ft) 

3.2808 

kilometer  (km) 

mile  (mi) 

0.6214 

hectare  (ha) 

acre  (ac) 

2.4711 

metric  tonnes 

tons 

1.1023 

Abbreviations  and  Acronyms 

± approximately 

ac   acre(s) 

ACHP Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

BRR Biological  Resources  Report 

CoE   U.S.  Army's  Corps  of  Engineers 

DEIS DRAFT  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

EA   Environmental  Assessment 

E.O Executive  Order 

e.o.r element  occurrence  record 

EPA  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

FEMA Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

FHWA U.S.  Department  of  Transportation's  Federal  Highway  Administration 

ft foot  (feet) 

ha hectare(s) 

in    inch(es) 

km  kilometer(s) 

m  meter(s) 

mi mile(s) 

MDEQ Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

mdt  Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

MFWP Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 

MNHP Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program 

NRCS U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE'S  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

NRHP National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

SR    Sufficiency  Rating 

USFWS  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 

USGS U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Geological  Survey 
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I.  Purpose  of,  and  Need  for  Action 

The  MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  (MDT)  is  proposing  to  replace  a  bridge  over  the 
Stillwater  River.  The  existing  "Riverside  Inn'1  bridge  (also  known  locally  as  the  "Garrigus"  or 
"Thompson' s"  bridge)  has  been  in  place  and  in  use  for  over  nine  decades.  Rehabilitation  of  this  bridge  to 
current  highway  standards  would  be  costly  and  difficult  due  to  height,  width,  and  load  limitations.  Therefore, 
as  set-forth  by  MDT's  Bridge  Management  Program  criteria  for  off-system  bridge  funding,  this  crossing  is 
eligible,  and  has  been  nominated  by  the  county,  for  replacement. 

The  Stillwater  River  bridge  project  is  proposed  to  increase  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  the  crossing,  both 
for  local  and  through  traffic.  The  area  northerly-of  the  Stillwater  River  is  served-by  both  the  "Riverside 
Inn"  bridge,  and  the  "Johnson"  bridge  located  approximately  4.0  km  (2.5±  mi)  west-southwesterly 
(upstream).  The  "Johnson"  bridge  is  a  truss  with  similar  width,  height  and  load  limitations  as,  and  is  an  older 
structure  than  the  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge.  County  officials  determined  the  importance  of  having  one 
structure  capable  of  carrying  wide  loads  over  the  Stillwater  River  in  this  proposed  project's  portion-of 
Stillwater  County.  The  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  is  primarily  used  for  access  between  Montana  highway 
(Primary  route)  N2  78  (P  -  78.)  and  both  the  North  Stillwater  and  Miller  county  roads.  It  serves  properties 
northerly-of  the  Stillwater  River  for  residential/service  traffic  with  farming  and  irrigation  ditch  equipment 
frequently  crossing  here. 

A.  Location  of  the  Proposed  Project 

This  proposed  bridge-replacement  project  is  approximately  2.9  km  ( 1 .8±  mi)  northeasterly-of  the 
unincorporated  community  of  Absarokee.  It  is  located  in  south-central  Stillwater  County,  within  the 
following  legal  descriptions: 

Township  Range  Section(s) 

3  -  South  1 9  -  East  Lots  5  -  7  of  30 

Lots  1  -3  of 31 

The  nearest  major  highway  transportation  route  is  P-.78. ,  which  begins  at  its  junction  with  U.S.  high- 
way #212  (P-.28)  on  the  northerly  side  of  Red  Lodge,  approximately  55.5  route-kin's  (35. 5±  route- 
mi)  south-southeasterly.  This  proposed  project's  connection-to  P- 78.  is  km  55.4±  (MilePost/MP 
34.4±  [note:  MDT  also  refers-to  MP's  as  "Reference"  Posts/R.P.'s]),  which  is  approximately  19.8 
route-km's  (12.3±  route-mi)  southwesterly-of  Columbus.  Figure  1  (on  the  following  page)  illustrates 
this  proposed  project's  location. 
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USGS  -  Project  Location  Map 
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B.  Need  for  Proposed  Project 

The  existing  structure,  constructed  in  1 907,  is  in  generally  poor  condition.  All  steel  members  show 
moderate  to  severe  corrosion.  Some  vertical  truss  members  have  had  utility  attachments  welded  to 
them.  Stringers  and  decking  are  generally  in  poor  condition  with  areas  of  decay  and  burned  sections, 
and  the  steel  caisson  substructure  is  scaled  and  pitted  at  the  water  line. 

1 .    Safety  and  Efficiency 

The  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  Bridge  has  very  restricted  visibility  for  drivers.  This  is  due  to-its  design 
(a  Pratt  through-truss),  approach  alignments  [a  deflection  1 8±  m  (60±  ft)  from  its  southerly  end, 
and  a  "T-type"  intersection  9±  m  (30±  ft)  beyond  its  northerly  end],  and  surroundings  (dense 
vegetation  on  the  southerly/right  bank  to  a  somewhat  more  dispersed  variety  along  the  opposite 
side).  Also,  the  existing  crossing  has  a  curb-to-curb  width  of  4.4±  m  (14.5±  ft)  on  a  timber  deck, 
with  a  maximum  vertical  clearance  of  4.3±  m  (14.2±  ft.).  The  proposed  new  bridge  will  have 
greater  sight-distances,  and  no  vertical  clearance  restrictions.  Construction  of  a  wider  bridge  will 
allow  traffic  to  move  more  quickly  and  safely  over  the  Stillwater  River  at  this  location. 

The  existing  bridge's  southerly  approach  road  "drops-off '  steeply  from  its  junction  withP-7  8's 
(current)  alignment.  Grades  on  this  existing  road's  vertical  alignment  exceed  ten  percent  ( 1 0%), 
and  driver  sight-distances  are  also  restricted  northeasterly  on  P- 7_8  due-to  both  foliage  and 
topography  (a  hillside  rising  steeply  to  the  southeast).  The  county  road  next  crosses  the  historic 
"Roadhouse  Ditch"  irrigation  waterway,  and  passes  immediately  to  the  northeast  of  the  "Riverside 
Inn"  historic  structures.  Driver  sight-distances  are  restricted  there  by  both  vegetation  along,  and 
the  buildings  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway.  Its  horizontal  alignment  then  makes  an  abrupt  "bend" 
to  the  right,  narrows  from  an  approximate  6.7  m  (22. 0±  ft)  two-lane  width  to  a  4.4±  m  ( 14.5± 
ft)  width  for  the  one-lane  bridge.  The  northerly  alignment  runs  from  that  one-lane  width  directly 
into  the  intersection  with  the  North  Stillwater  (on  the  west-southwest/left)  and  Miller  (on  the  east- 
northeast/right)  roads.  There  is  also  a  driveway  approach  into  a  farm  complex  (dwellings,  storage 
sheds,  outbuildings,  etc.)  that  is  slightly  "offset"  by  about  2  m  (6±  ft)  east-northeasterly  from  that 
intersection.  This  latter  also  poses  a  potential  hazard  to  drivers  on  this  northerly  end  of  the  present 
bridge  as  it  is  also  partially-obscured  by  adjacent  foliage. 

The  proposed  new  bridge's  southerly  approach  alignment  will  initially  start  down  a  three  percent 
(3±%)  grade  from  P-78_'s  current  location.  This  will  then  change  to  a  maximum  of  7.05±% 
(which  could  later  be  reduced-to5  .25±%,  pending  MDT's  proposed  reconstruction  of  P-7  8), 
followed  by  a  2±%  descent  across  the  proposed  new  bridge.  Both  the  North  Stillwater  and  Miller 
road's  alignments  will  be  shifted  north-northwesterly.  That  will  allow  for  a  rninimum  separation  of 
1 7±  m  (55±  ft)  from  the  proposed  new  bridge's  north-northwesterly  end  to  those  county  roads' 
"T-type"  intersection.  Both  of  those  county  roads  will  be  reconstructed  for  a  total  of  0.6±  km 
(0.35±  mi)  to  improve  their  vertical  alignments.  That  will  extend  driver  sight-distances  at  that 
proposed  new  "T-type"  intersection  on  the  northerly  end  of  the  proposed  new  crossing. 
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2.  Road/Bridge  Use 

The  "Riverside  Inn"  Bridge  connects  P-7J3  on  the  southerly  side  of  the  river,  with  two  gravel 
county  roads  (North  Stillwater  and  Miller  roads)  on  the  northerly  side  of  the  river.  Although  the 
area  consists  mainly  of  agricultural  and  rural  residential  use,  timely  access  for  emergency  vehicles 
is  also  dependent  upon  the  bridge.  The  closest  alternative  river  crossing  is  the  "Johnson"  bridge, 
another  one-lane  truss  structure  located  approximately  4.0  km  west-southwesterly  (2.5±  mi 
upstream).  The  Miller  Road  connects-to/ends  at  its  intersection  with  the  county's  Huntley  Butte 
Road  some  1 0±  km  (6±  mi)  north-northeasterly  of  this  proposed  project,  the  latter  follows  the 
Huntley  Cr  's  valley  about  1±  km  east-northeasterly  (4!4±  mi  downstream)  to  its  junction  with 
Countryman  Cr  Road.  This  latter  route  crosses  the  Stillwater  River,  and  originates  at  km  7 1 .4± 
(MP  44.4±)  on  P-  78.  near  "Fireman's  Point"  about  4  km  (2  I4t  mi)  easterly  of  its  junction  with 
(and  easterly  end  of)  Huntley  Butte  Road.  Countryman  Cr  Road's  bridge  is  the  nearest  crossing 
to  Miller  Road's  northerly  end  which  is  capable-of  carrying  large  loads  over  the  Stillwater  River. 
The  former's  junction  is  also  about  15.9  route-km's  northeasterly  (9.9±  route-mi  downstream) 
from  the  current  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge's  road  connection-to  P-78. 

The  nearest  crossing  over  the  Stillwater  River  upstream-from  the  "Johnson"  bridge  is  1 3±  km 
westerly  (8±  mi  upstream)  from  the  present  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge.  That  crossing  is  a  single-span, 
4.95±  m  ( 1 6.3±  ft)  curb-to-curb  width,  one-lane  timber  beam  bridge  constructed-by  the  county 
in  1984.  MDT's  "INITIAL  ASSESSMENT  FORM"  (copy  in  APPENDIX  E)  for  a  May  12,  1998 
inspection  of  this  crossing  found  it  was  posted- for  13.6±  metric  tonnes  (15  tons)  loads. 

3.  Current  Deficiencies 

The  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  structure  has  a  Sufficiency  Rating  (SR,  as-of  April  30, 1 998)  of  1 7.0, 
which  is  based-on  its  structural  adequacy  and  safety,  necessity  for  public  use,  serviceability,  and 
functional  obsolescence.  The  SR  is  used  to  determine  a  structure' s  adequacy  both  with  regard  to 
its  load-carrying  capabilities  and  its  ability  to  accommodate  the  volume  of  the  traffic  on  the  road 
which  it  serves.  Developed-by  the  FHWA,  the  SR  is  one-of  the  parameters  used  in  regulating 
Federal  funding  for  the  Highway  Bridge  Replacement  and  Rehabilitation  Program.  It  provides  a 
basis  to  establish  eligibility  and  priority  for  replacing  or  rehabilitating  bridges.  In  general,  the  lower 
the  rating  (on  a  scale  from  0  to  100)  the  higher  the  priority.  Copies  of  the  existing  bridge's 
Structural  Inventory  and  Appraisal  (SI&A)  forms,  used  to  determine  its  SR,  are  included  in 
Appendix  E  of  this  document.  Based-on  this  appraisal,  the  present  crossing  is  both  structurally 
deficient  and  functionally  obsolete. 

The  bridge  currently  has  a  posted  safety  load  of  7.3±  metric  tonnes  (8±  tons),  as  opposed  to  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway  &  Transportation  Officials'  (AASHTO's)  recommended 
minimum  rating  of  33±  metric  tonnes  (36  tons)  for  a  new  bridge.  This  low  weight-rating  indicates 
that  crossing  the  bridge  is  dangerous  for  heavier  vehicles  such  as  livestock  and  other  large 
commercial  trucks  or  equipment.  Certain  types  of  agricultural  equipment  (e.g. :  "combines"  or 
"hay-bailers")  may  also  be  prohibited  from  using  this  crossing  due-to  both  their  weight  and  size. 
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MDT's  standard  minimum  width  for  a  two-lane  bridge  on  an  "Off-System"  rural  road  is  7.2±  m 
(23.6  ft.).  The  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  does  not  meet  this  minimum  standard.  Therefore, 
as  set-forth  by  MDT  's  Bridge  Management  Program  criteria  for  off-system  bridge  funding,  this 
crossing  is  eligible,  and  has  been  nominated  by  the  county,  for  rehabilitation  and/or  replacement. 

4.    Traffic  Issues 

Crossings  on  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  are  increasing  yearly  from  tourism  and  local 
residential  expansion.  The  most-recent  traffic  estimates  for  the  present  bridge  are  as-follows: 

1998  Average  Daily  Traffic  (ADT)      =      70  (vehicles/day) 
2018  ADT      =       120 
Design  Hourly  Volume  (DHV)      =      20 


Directionality  (D) 


55  %  (northbound) 
45  %  (southbound) 


(large)  Trucks  (T)      =      29.5  % 
ALL  Trucks      =      61.5% 


8.2±  metric  tonnes  (9.0±  ton) 
Equivalent  Axle  Loads  (EAL's) 


11.34  (daily) 


II.  Alternatives 

Initially,  the  alternatives  considered  for  this  proposed  project  were  the  "No  Build,"  bridge  rehabilitation, 
and  four  "Build"  alternatives.  Three  of  the  alignment  alternatives  considered  for  bridge  replacement  were 
dismissed  during  initial  project  investigations.  Each  of  these  alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

A.  "No  Build" 

The  "No  Build"  alternative  would  include  routine  maintenance  of  the  existing  bridge.  No  construction 
activity  would  occur  under  this  alternative.  The  existing  alignment  could  not  be  significantly  improved 
due-to  an  intersection  at  the  northerly  side  of  the  bridge  and  impacts  with  historic  buildings  on  the 
southerly  side.  This  would  continue  to  be  a  one-lane  crossing,  with  its  steeply  sloped  southerly 
approach  from  P-  7_8 .  This  alternative  has  essentially  been  in-effect  since  this  proposed  project  was 
nominated-by  the  county  in  the  Fall  of  1992. 

Montana  highway  and  bridge  projects  are  developed  to  meet  or  exceed  both  MDT's  current  design 
parameters  and  AASHTO  standards.  Under  this  alternative,  the  roadway  width  on  the  structure  would 
remain  4.4±  m  ( 1 4. 5±  ft),  with  no  changes  in  the  current  height  restriction.  The  current  load  rating  of 
7.3±  metric  tonnes  (8±  tons)  would  not  increase,  but  may  decrease  over  time 
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No  construction  costs  are  associated-with  this  "No  Build"  alternative,  however,  it  does  not  serve  the 
county's  purpose  in  nominating  this  proposed  project. 

This  alternative  would  not  improve  safety  or  correct  the  geometric  deficiencies  of  the  existing  bridge 
or  its  approaches.  However,  this  "No  Build"  alternative  is  retained-for  comparative  purposes. 

B.  Bridge  Rehabilitation 

As  with  the  "No  Build,"  this  alternative  would  not  include  roadway  improvements.  It  would  remain  a 
one-lane  crossing,  with  the  steeply  sloped  southerly  approach  from  P- 7_8  and  poor  driver  sight 
distances  both  on  and  beyond  the  bridge.  Considering  the  deficiencies  of  the  existing  bridge,  substantial 
upgrading  would  be  required  to  meet  both  safety  requirements  and  load-rating  standards.  The  deck, 
stringers,  floor  beams,  and  some  truss  members  would  require  replacement.  As-of  1 997,  the  estimated 
cost  to  rehabilitate  the  truss  would  be  $255,000. 

This  alternative  would  neither  improve  safety,  nor  correct  the  geometric  deficiencies  of  the  existing 
bridge  and/or  its  approaches.  Therefore,  rehabilitation  of  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  is  not 
considered  to  be  a  viable  alternative. 

C.  MDT's  "Preferred"  Alternative 

MDT's  "preferred'  alternative  includes  new  approach  roads  and  a  bridge  structure  proposed  to  be 
located  approximately  1 20  m  west-southwesterly  (395  ±  ft  upstream)  of  the  existing  crossing.  The 
type  of  structure  proposed  under  this  alternative  is  a  concrete  7.2  m  (23 .6±  ft)  wide,  55 .25  m  ( 1 8 1 .3± 
ft.)  long,  three-span,  prestressed/steel-reinforced  bridge  with  a  steel-reinforced  approach  span  (on  its 
southerly  end).  This  alternative's  alignment  will  avoid  adverse  effects  to  the  historic  "Riverside  Inn" 
site,  which  is  adjacent-to  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge's  southerly  approach.  Figure  2  (on  p.  8) 
illustrates  the  location  of  this  proposed  alternative. 

Vertical  alignment  of  the  approach  roads  is  controlled-by  the  intersections  at  each  end  of  the  roadway. 
The  vertical  alignment  of  the  southerly  approach  will  connect  with  the  existing  elevation  of  P- 78..  This 
approach  would  later  be  modified  for  a  proposed  future  reconstruction  of  P-  7_8  's  alignment  and 
grade.  The  existing  North  Stillwater  and  Miller  road's  alignments  paralleling  the  northerly  side  of  the 
river  will  be  raised-to  a  higher  grade  for  connecting-with  the  roadway  from  the  proposed  new  bridge 
(which  will  have  a  deep,  prestressed  concrete  beam  superstructure). 

The  existing  structure  is  being  acquired-by  a  private  individual  in  accordance  with  MDT's  bridge 
"adoption"  policy.  The  bridge  will  be  removed-by  this  proposed  project's  contractor,  and  transported 
by  that  private  individual.  The  existing  approach  road  from  P  -  7_8  will  be  maintained-for  the  private 
use  of  the  area  resident  and  commercial  outfitting  operation  at  the  historic  "Riverside  Inn"  site. 
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The  estimated  cost  of  the  proposed  new  bridge  is  $230,000  (not  including  roadway/Right-of-Way/ 
easement,  or  associated  costs). 

D.  Alternatives  No  Longer  Considered 

Three  other  "Build"  alternatives  were  considered  during  this  proposed  project's  development.  The  first 
new  structure  alternative  would  use  the  existing  approach  roads,  and  replace  only  the  existing 
"Riverside  Inn"  bridge.  The  existing  southerly  approach  is  currently  steep  and  intersects  with  a 
horizontal  curve  on  P- 78..  Improvements  to  either  approach  are  not  possible  with  this  alternative. 

The  second  alternative  would  include  a  new  crossing  located  approximately  30.5  m  east-northeasterly 
( 1 00±  ft  downstream)  of  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge.  This  would  require  relocating  a  residence 
and  come  very  close  to  (i.e.:  have  an  adverse  effect  on)  a  historic  barn  structure. 

The  third  alternative  crosses  the  river  about  110m  east-northeasterly  (360±  ft  downstream)  of  the 
existing  "Riverside  Inn"  Bridge,  and  would  be  at  a  "skew"  to  the  river's  channel.  This  alternative 
resulted-in  a  connection  with  P  -  7_8_  on  a  curved  section  of  the  latter,  and  P  -  7_8_ '  s  proposed  future 
reconstruction  posed  additional  problems  at  this  alternative's  intersection.  It  also  requires  a  longer 
bridge  due-to  its  "diagonal"  crossing  alignment  over  the  river,  and  its  northerly  approach  would  result-in 
a  "skew"  intersection  with  both  county  roads. 

These  three  "Build"  alternatives  were  therefore  each  eliminated-from  further  consideration. 
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Figure  2 

MDT's  "Preferred"  Alternative 
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III.  Impacts 

Identifying  the  social,  economic,  and  environmental  factors  and  resources  known  to  be  affected  by  this 
proposed  action  involved  cooperation  between  Federal  agencies,  MDT  and  other  state  agencies,  Stillwater 
County  officials,  and  information  from  the  general  public. 

A.  Social 

This  includes  impacts  on  the  traveling  public  and/or  other  users  of  the  existing  and  proposed 
transportation  facility.  It  also  includes  any  relocations,  displacements  of  any  ethnic  minorities  (or  low- 
income  groups),  and/or  impacts  on  community  cohesion. 

1 .    Travel/Access 

Overall,  this  proposed  action  will  be  an  improvement  to  the  public  road  and  bridge  system  in  this 
area  of  Stillwater  County.  The  nearest  alternate  crossing  of  the  Stillwater  River  is  at  the  "Johnson" 
bridge,  approximately  4.0  km  westerly  from  (2.5±  mi  upstream  of)  this  proposed  project.  When 
completed,  this  proposed  proj  ect '  s  new  bridge  will  enable  heavier  trucks,  emergency  and  service 
vehicles,  school  buses,  etc.,  to  safely  cross  the  Stillwater  River  at  this  location.  The  proposed 
alignment  will  provide  a  dependable,  all-year  recreational  and  commuter  travel  route  to  the  area. 

MDT's  "preferred''  alternative  provide  improvements  in  public  safety,  as  well  as  amore  efficient 
facility  for  all  users.  The  proposed  bridge  will  also  provide  load  capacity  improvements,  having 
the  ability  to  carry  loads  in  excess  of  1 3 .6±  metric  tonnes  (15  tons),  as  well  as  wider  loads  with 
no  height  limitations.  The  proposed  new  bridge  will  also  be  adequate  for  the  proj  ected  future  traffic 
on  the  county  roads  at  this  location  (see  "Traffic  Issues"  under  section  I.B.4.  on  p.  5,  previous). 

A  commercial  outfitting  company  (or  "dude"  ranch)  also  operates  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  this 
proposed  project.  At  the  present  time,  it  has  horseback  rides  which  go  in  a  westerly  direction  from 
their  bam  (located  just  southwesterly-of  the  existing  bridge),  and  will  require  crossing  the  proposed 
southerly  approach  road.  It  is  not  desired  to  have  these  horseback  trips  cross  the  roadway  itself, 
but  rather  pass-underneath  it.  Two  options  were  presented  for  equestrian  passage:  1)  use  of  a 
large  concrete  "box"  culvert;  or  2)  an  additional  span  for  the  proposed  new  bridge. 

The  business  operators  preferred  the  additional  span  in  the  bridge  for  horse  and  rider  safety.  They 
also  expressed  concerns  about  clearances,  high  water  level,  ice,  and  access  to  and  from  the 
crossing  under  the  proposed  new  bridge.  Access  to  the  underpass  section  during  high  water  or 
icing  conditions  will  be  provided  at  two  gated  approaches  (one  on  either  side  of  the  southerly 
approach  road  between  the  proposed  new  bridge  and  intersection  with  P-78).  These  will  also 
be  required  for  the  passage  of  large  farm  equipment  to/from/across  the  southerly  approach  road. 

A  3.65±  m  (12.0±  ft)  top-width  graveled  roadway  was  considered  adequate  for  this  routing  of 
horses  and  equipment  (irrigation  maintenance  power  shovel  and  trucks). 
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This  proposed  horse/equipment  access  road  will  parallel  the  proposed  southerly  approach's 
alignment  until  the  former  curves  to  run-beneath  the  proposed  new  bridge's  southerly  approach 
span.  A  concrete  "twin-box"  culvert  crossing  an  irrigation  ditch  will  therefore  be  extended  on  both 
sides  of  the  proposed  southerly  approach's  alignment  for  this  horse/equipment  road  (see  also  the 
"Irrigation"  section  III.B.3.  on  p. 13,  following). 

Provision  of  a  new  bridge  will  result-in  positive  impacts  of  improved  access  for  all  area  residents 
and  travelers,  service  and  emergency  vehicles,  and  businesses  which  rely-on  crossing  the  Stillwater 
River  in  this  area.  These  improvements  would  not  be  provided  under  the  "No  Build"  alternative. 

2.  Parks  &  Recreation/ NL&WCF  -  Section  6(f)  Land 

Although  recreational  activities/opportunities  are  found  throughout  the  Stillwater  Valley,  there  are 
no  publicly  administered/managed  recreation/parkland  areas  within  this  proposed  project's  vicinity. 
The  MFWP  requested-that  a  traditional  fishing  access  site  be  maintained  at  the  northerly  bank  of 
the  Stillwater,  just  westerly-of  (upstream  from)  the  present  crossing.  This  site  is  beyond  the  N. 
Stillwater  Rd's  easement,  is  (therefore)  on  private  property,  and  is  not  an  officially-designated 
"Fishing  Access  Site"  managed-by  the  MFWP.  MDT  has  neither  the  regulatory  authority,  nor  a 
specific  policy  concerning  recreational-use  management  within  public  Rights-of-Way  (R-o-W)  and/ 
or  easements  for  roadways.  Where  such  activities  occur,  they  often  have  the  potential  to  pose 
hazards  for  the  traveling  public  from  uncontrolled  parking  and  pedestrian  access.  Those  activities 
may  also  contribute-to  trespassing  on  private  property  adjoining  the  roadway's  R-o-W/  easement. 

Where  officially-designated  and  publicly-managed  "Fishing  Access  Sites"  are  located  adjacent-to 
MDT  projects,  MDT  will  provide  specific  access  for  vehicles  (and  pedestrian  facilities,  if  deemed 
appropriate)  in  coordination  with  MFWP.  Where  possible,  MDT  will  work  with  landowners  (public 
and  private)  to  provide  access  where  recreation  use  has  been  occurring  on,  or  adjacent-to  a 
proposed  project.  This  will  require  both  1 )  agreement  with  landowners,  and  2)  must  also  avoid 
potential  hazards  to  both  the  traveling  public  and  recreationists.  In  this  case,  1 )  the  landowner  has 
expressed  a  desire  to  eliminate  the  uncontrolled  access  at  that  locale.  Therefore,  MDT  will  not 
pursue  the  establishment  of  public  recreational  access  facilities  on  this  proposed  project. 

No  National  Land  &  Water  Conservation  Fund  (NL&WCF)  Act  -  Section  6(f)  (16  U.S.C. 
460)  properties  have  been  identified  within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project.  No  acquisition 
of  NL&  WCF- Section  6(f)  properties  will  occur,  and  there  will  be  no  impacts  by  the  proposed 
project's  "Build"  alternative.  AcopyofMFWP's  April  20, 1993  letter  concerning  NL&WCF  - 
Section  6(f)  properties  is  also  in  APPENDIX  B. 

3.  Pedestrians  &  Bicyclists 

Pedestrian/bicyclist  use/traffic  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity  is  limited  and  very  minor.  The 
nearest  major  source  of  such  traffic  is  the  unincorporated  community  of  Absarokee.  That  locale 
is  on  P- 78.,  and  is  2.6±  route-km's  (1.6±  route-mi)  southwesterly-from  this  proposed  project. 
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Currently,  both  P-78's  narrow  (2-lane)  width  of  6.7±  m  (22.0±  ft)  and  the  (current)  county 
road's  own  restricted  roadway  tend-to  restrict  pedestrian/bicyclist  use  on  the  existing  "Riverside 
Inn"  bridge.  Some  use  of  this  type  does  occur  from  nearby  local  residences  and  sporadic  seasonal 
visitors,  however  it  is  sparse  and  intermittent. 

This  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  not  have  any  special  features  (i.e. :  sidewalks)  for 
pedestrian  use.  However,  both  the  proposed  wider  approach  roadways  and  bridge  deck  width 
will  better  accommodate  both  pedestrians  and  bicyclists.  It  will  also  greatly  improve  visibility  of 
both  pedestrians/bicyclists  and  drivers  using  the  facility.  Therefore,  safety  for  all  will  be 
enhanced/improved,  and  it  will  also  accommodate  increases  (if  any)  in  pedestrian/bicyclist  use 
following  completion-of  MDT's  intended  reconstruction  of  P- 7_8  adjoining  this  proposed  project. 

The  "No  Build"  alternative  would  not  improve  safety  for  pedestrians/bicyclists  and/or  drivers. 
Also,  it  would  further  restrict  any  such  increased  usage  and  thereby  intensify  hazards  to  all  three 
types  of  use  following  completion  of  the  proposed  reconstruction  on  P-78. 

4.     E.0.12898/Trt/e  VI  -  Environmental  Justice 

Title  VI  of  the  U.S.  Civil  Rights  Act  and  E.0. 12898  requires  that  no  minority  or,  by  extension, 
low-income  persons  shall  be  disproportionately  impacted  by  any  project  receiving  Federal  funds. 
For  transportation  proj  ects,  this  means  no  particular  minority  may  be  disproportionately  isolated, 
displaced,  or  otherwise  subjected-to  adverse  effects. 

This  proposed  bridge-replacement  project  will  not  cause  any  displacements,  and  will  not  have  any 
significant  impact  on  the  location,  distribution,  density  or  growth  rate  of  the  area's  population.  This 
is  a  rural  site  and  the  "Build"  alternative  will  not  affect  the  cohesion  of  any  communities  or  divide 
any  neighborhoods.  Therefore,  this  proposed  action  will  not  adversely  impact  any  ethnic,  low 
income,  or  other  minority  groups. 

Both  the  "No  Build"  and  the  proposed  "Build"  alternative  are  in  accordance  with  E.0. 12898  and 
will  not  create  disproportionately  high  and/or  adverse  impacts  on  the  health  or  environment  of 
minority  and/or  low-income  populations.  These  alternatives  also  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1 964  (42  U.S.C.  2000(d),  as  amended)  under  the  FHWA's 
regulations  (23  CFR  2001 

B.  Economic 

This  covers  changes  in  land  use  (including  farmlands),  and  impacts  (if  any)  on  local/regional  economies 
by  this  proposed  action. 

1 .    Land  Use/Right-of-Way/easements 

This  proposed  project's  area  along  the  Stillwater  River  is  in  a  narrow  portion  of  the  latter' s  valley. 
Land  use  is  a  combination  of  agricultural  and  rural  residential  use,  as  well  as  a  commercial  outfitting 
company.  The  use  of  the  bridge  is  increasing  yearly  from  tourism  and  local  residential  growth. 
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An  increase  in  newer,  larger  residential  construction  is  evident;  however,  neither  the  "No  Build" 
nor  the  proposed  "Build"  alternative  will  have  any  significant  impact  on  the  location,  distribution, 
density,  or  growth  rate  of  the  area's  population. 

Approximately  1.35  ha  (3.34±  ac)  of  new/additional  R-o-W  will  be  required-for  MDT's 
"preferred"  alternative.  All  lands  needed  for  R-o-W  on  this  proposed  project  are  from  private 
ownership,  and  will  be  acquired  in  accordance  with  both  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and 
Real  Property  Acquisition  Act  of  1970  (P.L.  91-646),  and  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act 
Amendments  of  1987  (P.L.  100-17).  Compensation  for  R-o-W  acquisitions  is  made  at  "fair 
market  value"  for  the  "highest  and  best  use"  of  the  land.  The  R-o-W  acquired  for  this  proposed 
project  will  be  convey ed-to  Stillwater  County  as  an  easement  (under  the  provisions  of  7-14-2107, 
M.C.A.),  upon  completion  of  this  proposed  project. 

An  additional  0.05±  ha  (0. 1  ±  ac)  of  land  will  be  required-for  a  construction  permit  related-to  the 
placement  of  field/residential  access,  and  another  0.05±  ha  (0.1±  ac)  will  be  needed- for  an 
easement  to  construct  the  new  horse/equipment  road  passing  under  the  approach  span  at  the 
proposed  new  bridge's  southerly  end  (see  also  "Travel/Access"  section  1 1 1.  A.  1  on  p.  9 ,  preceding). 

No  relocations  of  residences  or  businesses  will  be  required  under  either  the  "No  Build"  or  the 
"Build"  alternative. 

2.  Farmlands 

Most-of  the  agricultural  land  in  the  Stillwater  River  valley  is  irrigated  and  used  for  grazing,  or  is 
suited  for  production  of  crops  such  as  oats  and  hay.  The  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 's 
Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (NRCS,  formerly  the  Soil  Conservation  Service/SCS)  has 
identified  land  adjacent  to,  and/or  within  this  proposed  project's  southerly  approach  as  Farmland 
of  Statewide  Importance.  This  is  shown  on  the  (former)  SCS  IMPORTANT  FARMLANDS  map  for 
Stillwater  County.  Over  20,000±  ha  (50,000±  ac)  of  farmland  in  Stillwater  County  is  considered 
to  be  of  statewide  importance,  and  over  4,000±  ha  ( 1 0,000±  ac)  share  the  same  characteristics 
as  that  in  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project.  This  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative's  impact 
will  be  0.6 1±  ha  (1.52±  ac)  of  this  Statewide  Important  Farmland,  which  is  not  considered 
significant.  The  "No  Build"  alternative  would  not  impact  any  Statewide  Important  Farmland. 

In  accordance  with  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  (FPPA  -  7  U.S.C.  4201,  et  seq.),  a 
Farmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating  form  (#AD- 1 006)  was  completed-for  this  proposed  proj  ect'  s 
"No  Build"  and  "Build"  alternatives.  Both  alternatives  result-in  Total  Points  of  less-than  1 60,  and 
therefore,  under  the  provisions  of  7  CFR  658.4(c),  part  (2),  no  additional  consideration  for 
protection  is  necessary.  A  copy  of  that  #AD-1006  form  is  also  attached  in  APPENDIX  F. 

3.  Irrigation 

An  existing  irrigation  channel  (the  "Roadhouse  Ditch")  will  be  crossed-by  both  this  proposed 
project's  southerly  approach  and  the  horse/equipment  roadways. 
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This  proposed  proj  ect's  "Build"  alternative  will  have  no  permanent  effects  on  the  "Roadhouse 
Ditch"  use  or  maintenance.  The  "No  Build"  alternative  would  continue  using  the  present  narrow 
timber  structure  spanning  the  ditch  between  P- 7_8 's  intersection  and  the  "Riverside  Inn"  site  on 
the  existing  county  road. 

4.    Local/Regional 

The  proposed  proj  ect  will  not  have  any  direct  long-term  adverse  or  beneficial  effects  on  the  local 
and/or  regional  economies.  By  keeping  the  existing  bridge  open  during  construction,  only  minor 
disruptions  of  business,  residential  and  tourist  traffic  across  the  river  are  anticipated.  Means  to 
minimize  impact  on  the  farming  and  horse  riding  enterprise  during  construction  will  be  addressed 
in  the  proposed  project's  construction  contract.  The  R-o-Wrequired-for  the  proposed  proj  ect 
represents  a  minor  loss  of  property  from  the  tax  rolls  and  will  have  a  negligible  effect  on  revenues 
for  Stillwater  County.  Likewise,  impacts  on  the  local/regional  economy  from  the  "No  Build" 
alternative  will  be  negligible  without  the  new  crossing. 

C.  Environmental 

This  covers  the  biological,  historic/cultural,  and  hazardous  waste  impacts  from  this  proposed  action. 

1.  Floodplains  (E. 0.1 1988) 

E.0. 1 1 988  and  FHWA's  floodplain  regulations  (23CFR650,  Subpart  A)  require  an  evaluation 
of  this  proposed  action  to  determine  if  any  of  its  alternatives  encroach  on  the  "base"  floodplain. 
The  "base"  floodplain  is  defmed-as  the  area  covered-by  water  from  a  "100-year"  flood.  The 
"1 00-year"  flood  represents  an  event  which  has  approximately  a  one  percent  (1±%)  chance  of 
occurring  on  any  day,  or  a  probability  of  occurring  once  in  a  century. 

This  crossing  is  within  a  floodplain  delineated-by  the  FEMA's  detailed  study  methods  (FIRM  Panel 
512,  PBFM  Panel  512).  Stillwater  County  administers  FEMA's  delineated  floodplains,  and  the 
county's  Floodplain  Administrator  has  been  notified  about  this  proposed  project's  "Build" 
alternative's  encroachments  due-to  construction  (see  also  the  "Permits  Required"  section  III.F. 
on  p. 2  6 ,  following).  This  proposed  project  will  not  promote  or  encourage  development  within  the 
delineated  floodplain,  nor  increase  flood  liability  hazards  from  its  construction.  This  proposed 
project  is  therefore  considered  to  be  in  compliance  with  E.0.1 1988. 

The  landowner  downstream-of  the  existing  crossing  has  requested  that  the  existing  bridge's 
retaining  wall  remain  in-place  to  prevent  erosion  and  reduce  the  potential  for  local  flooding.  A 
special  provision  will  therefore  be  included-in  this  proposed  project's  contract  to  not  disturb  that 
retaining  wall  (on  the  right  bank,  downstream-of  the  existing  bridge). 

2.  Seeding/Erosion  Control 

Placement  and  removal  of  a  workbridge  (if  needed),  and  construction  of  this  proposed  project's 
"Build"  alternative  will  cause  both  temporary  soil  surface  disturbances,  and  short-term  siltation  into 
the  Stillwater  River. 
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MDT  will  re-establish  a  permanent  desirable  vegetation  community  over  all  landform  surface  areas 
disturbed-by  this  proposed  project's  construction.  This  action  will  be  in  accordance  with  7-22- 
2152  and  60-2-208,  M.C.A.,  and  a  set  of  revegetation  guidelines  will  be  developed-by  MDT  that 
must  be  followed  by  the  contractor.  These  specifications  will  include  instructions  on  seeding 
methods,  dates,  mix  components,  and  the  types  and  amounts  of  mulch  and  fertilizer.  Seed  mixes 
include  a  variety  of  species  to  assure  that  areas  disturbed  by  construction  are  immediately  stabilized 
by  vegetative  cover.  The  Seeding  Special  Provisions  developed-for  this  proposed  project  is  being 
forwarded-to  the  Stillwater  County  Weed-Control  District  office  for  approval. 

"Rip-rap"  will  be  placed  around  the  proposed  bridge's  abutments  to  prevent  scour.  An  Erosion 
Control  Plan  for  the  proposed  alignment  will  be  submitted  to  the  MDEQ's  Water  Quality  Division 
in  compliance  with  their  Montana  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  Regulations  (ARM 
16.20.1314).  Best  Management  Practices  (bmp's)  will  be  used  in  the  design  of  this  Plan  using 
guidelines  as  established  in  MDT's  Highway  Construction  Standard  Erosion  Control  Workplan. 
The  objective  is  to  minimize  erosion  of  disturbed  areas  during  and  following  construction  of  this 
proposed  project. 

3.    Water  Quality 

The  Stillwater  River  is  a  major,  perennial,  northeasterly-flowing  tributary  to  the  Yellowstone  River. 
It  drains  a  watershed  comprised-of  a  substantial  area  within  the  Absaroka-Beartooth  Mountains. 
This  proposed  project  is  located  about  24  km  southwesterly  (15±  mi  upstream)  from  the 
confluence  of  the  Stillwater  with  the  Yellowstone  River.  One  of  the  Stillwater  River's  largest 
tributaries  is  Rosebud  Creek,  which  enters  the  Stillwater  approximately  1 .3  km  west-southwester- 
ly (0.8±  mi  upstream)  from  the  proposed  bridge's  location.  Rosebud  Creek  will  not  be  impacted 
by  either  this  proposed  project's  "No  Build"  or  "Build"  alternatives. 

The  "Build"  alternative's  crossing  is  located  below  the  headwaters  of  the  Stillwater  River;  how- 
ever, no  stream  channel  modifications  are  necessary  for  this  proposed  project.  Impacts  from  this 
proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  to  the  Stillwater  River  will  be  limited-to  the  construction  of 
a  temporary  work  bridge  (if  needed),  new  bridge  support  piers,  and  placement  of  "rip-rap"  around 
both  abutments.  No  permanent  impacts  to  water  quality  will  result  from  either  the  "No  Build"  or 
the  "Build"  alternative. 

Impacts  from  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative's  construction  activities  will  be  temporary 
in  nature,  and  short-term  in  duration.  MDT's  current  design  and  construction  specifications  are 
intended  to  minimize  water  quality  impacts.  Work  in  the  river  will  be  allowed  only  during  periods 
specified-by  regulatory  resource-management  agencies  {i.e. :  the  MFWP,  see  also  the  "Biological 
Resources"  section  III.C.6.  on  p. 19  and  the  "Permits  Required"  section  III.F.  on  p. 2 6, 
following).  Effects  from  sediment  "run-ofif"  during  the  demolition  and  construction  periods  will  be 
minimized-by  bmp's  (see  "Seeding/Erosion  Control"  section  III.C.2.,  preceding).  All  work  will  also 
be  in  accordance  Section  319  of  the  Water  Quality  Act  of  1987  (P.L.  100-4),  as  amended. 
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4.    Wetlands  (E. 0.1 1990) 

All  wetlands  areas  that  may  be  affected  by  aproposed  project  are  defined  under  the  U.S.  Army's 
Corps  of  Engineers  (CoE)  1 987  Wetlands  Delineation  Manual  criteria.  These  criteria  require  the 
presence  of  1 )  hydric  soils,  2)  hydrophytic  vegetation,  and  3)  a  hydrologic  regime  for  an  area  to 
be  classified  as  a  wetland.  Areas  meeting  all  three  of  those  criteria  as  wetlands  are  rated  by 
function,  value,  and  classification.  A  wetland' s  function  is  based-on  its  ecological  relationship 
absent  any  artificial  influence(s).  Its  value(s)  is  (are)  the  benefits  derived  from  one  or  more 
functions  and  the  physical  characteristics  associated  with  that  wetland.  Wetlands  functions  and 
values  are  rated  as  either  low,  moderate,  or  high.  Wetlands  are  ranked  by  four  classifications  using 
their  functions,  values,  and  other  criteria  with  Class  I  being  the  highest. 

MDT's  environmental  consultant  evaluated  this  proposed  project's  area  on  March  27  and  April  30, 
1 998.  Results-of  a  wetlands  resources  inventory  and  assessment  are  included  in  the  Biological 
Resources  Report  (BRR,  dated  June  1 0, 1 998)  that  environmental  consultant  prepared-for  this 
proposed  project.  Figure  3  on  the  following  page  illustrates  the  general  location  of  three  wetlands 
identified  within  or  near  this  proposed  project.  These  are  described  as  follows: 

Wetland  1  is  a  shallow  depression  within  a  riparian  area  on  the  southerly  side  of  the  Stillwater  River. 
It  is  parallel-to  the  river  and  extends-from  an  irrigation  outlet  channel  just  westerly-of  the 

proposed  bridge  site,  and  crosses  perpendicular-to  the 
proposed  project's  southerly  approach.  The  size  of  this 
wetland  is  estimated  to  be  0.1 2±  ha  (0.30±  ac). 
Photograph  1  (at  left)  depicts  this  Wetland  1  viewed-from 
this  proposed  project's  crossing.  This  wetland  receives 
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an  overall  CoE  rating  of  Class  IV. 
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Photograph  1  -  Wetland  1 :  looking  northeasterly  towards 
the  Riverside  Inn. 
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Photograph  2  -  Wetland  2:  looking  southwesterly 
towards  Absarokee. 
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Wetland  2  is  located  just  outside  of,  and  upstream  from 
this  proposed  project's  construction  limits.  This  wet-land 
includes  an  irrigation  outlet  stream  and  adjacent  riparian 
areas.  Depending-on  the  location  and  configuration  of  a 
temporary  workbridge,  this  wetland  may  be  subject  to 
temporary  impacts.  Photograph  2  (at  left)  depicts  this 
Wetland  2  viewed-from  south-westerly  of  this  proposed 
project's  crossing. 

Wetland  3  is  located  just  easterly  (downstream)  from  the 
existing  bridge's  northerly  abutment.  This  wetland  is 
outside  the  proposed  project's  construction  limits,  but 
would  have  been  impacted  by  the  alternatives  east- 
northeasterly  from  (downstream  of)  the  present  "River- 
side Inn"  bridge.  A  photo  of  this  wetland  (looking 
westerly/upstream)  is  on  the  last  page  of  this  proposed 
project's  BRR  (copy  available  for  review  at  MDT). 
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Figure  3 
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Impacts 

Impacts  to  Wetland  1  from  this  proposed  project  will  result  from  the  "Build"  alternative's 
construction  of  its  southerly  approach  alignment.  The  total  permanent  impact  from  that 
proposed  "Build"  alternative  will  be  approximately  0.06  ha  (0. 1 5±  ac),  of  Class  IV  wetlands. 

Minor,  short-term  impacts  related-to  the  placement  of  the  workbridge  piers  (if  needed)  may 
also  occur-in  both  Wetland(s)  1  &  2.  Due  to  the  dynamic  nature  of  the  riparian  area,  these 
impacts  will  self-repair  in  a  short  period  of  time.  No  wetlands  impacts  would  occur  under  the 
"No  Build"  alternative. 

Avoidance  and  Minimization 

Most  riparian  areas  along  this  stretch  of  the  Stillwater  River  have  similar  small  swale  or 
depression  type  areas  that  would  be  considered  wetlands.  Selecting  another  alignment 
alternative  other  than  the  preferred  "Build"  alternative  (including,  but  not  limited  to  those 
dropped  from  further  consideration  —  see  the  "Alternatives  No  Longer  Considered"  section 
1 1  D .  on  p .  7 ,  previous)  would  result  in  a  similar  wetland  impact.  S  uch  an  impact  would  have 
resulted  at  Wetland  3  with  either  of  the  downstream  alternative  locations,  and  therefore, 
avoidance  of  Wetland  1  is  not  considered  practical.  This  amount  of  impact  cannot  feasibly  be 
minimized  any  further  due-to  design/safety  requirements  and  local  considerations  (e.g. :  an 
adverse  effect  to  the  "Riverside  Inn"  historic  site). 

Mitigation 

E.0. 1 1 990,  and  provisions  in  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251  - 1376, 
see  the  "Permits  Required"  section  III.F.  on  p. 2  6,  following)  require-that  lost  wetland  be 
mitigated  with  replacement  on-site  and  in-kind,  where  feasible.  In  recognition  of  E.0. 1 1 990, 
MDT  accounts-for  all  wetland  impacts  in  the  form  of  a  "Wetland  Ledger."  MDT's  "Wetland 
Ledger"  is  periodically  reviewed-by  the  Montana  Inter- Agency  Wetlands  Group,  which 
includes  both  Federal  and  state  agencies  with  jurisdictional  authority  over  wetlands.  Due-to 
site  conditions  and  the  minor  amount  of  impact,  mitigation  within  this  proposed  project  is  not 
practical.  The  best  option  for  mitigating  impact  to  wetlands  as  a  result  of  this  project  will  be 
to  accomplish  mitigation  at  a  feasible  and  practical  location  in  proximity  to  the  Stillwater  River 
watershed.  Therefore,  this  proposed  project's  impacts  to  Wetland  1  are  accounted-for,  and 
will  be  mitigated-through  MDT's  "Wetland  Ledger." 

5.     Threatened/Endangered  (T/E)  Species 

The  BRR  identified  four  Federally-listed  T/E  Species  within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project. 
This  identification  of  T/E  Species  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  Section  7(a)  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1531  - 1 543),  and  is  based-on  information  pro  vided-by  the 
USFWS.  Table  1  on  the  following  page  provides  a  list  of  those  T/E  species  identified  as  being 
within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project. 
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Table  1 

Federally-Listed  Threatened/Endangered  Species 

within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project 

Species  Scientific  Name  Status 

Bald  Eagle  Haliaeetus  leucocephalus  Threatened 

Peregrine  Falcon  Falco  peregrinus  Endangered 

Gray  wolf  Canis  lupus  Endangered 

Whooping  Crane  Grus  americanus  Endangered 

The  critical  habitats  and/or  occurrences  for  these  T/E  species  are  discussed  below. 

Bald  Eagle  (Threatened).  There  are  regular  observations  of  bald  eagles  along  the  Stillwater  River, 
and  they  are  known  to  winter  in  the  valley.  The  nearest  nesting  site  is  approximately  3 .6  km 
north-easterly  (2.25±  mi  downstream)  from  this  proposed  project's  crossing.  This  proposed 
project's  contractor  will  be  required-to  contact  either  the  USFWS  or  MFWP  if  any  activities 
(e.g. :  "staging"  areas;  materials  processing/storage  sites)  occur  within  0. 8±  km  (0.5±  mi)  of 
that  bald  eagle  habitat. 

Peregrine  Falcon  (Endangered).  No  suitable  habitat  is  located  within  the  immediate  area  of  this 
proposed  project,  and  no  peregrine  falcon  nests  have  been  observed  in  the  vicinity.  The 
closest  recorded  occurrence  of  the  peregrine  is  a  historic  eyrie  located  near  Nye, 
approximately  30  km  (19±  mi)  to  the  southwest  (upstream). 

Gray  Wolf  (Endangered).  The  Beartooth  Mountains,  approximately  35  km  (2  \±  mi)  to  the  south 
of  this  proposed  project,  harbors  a  known  gray  wolf  population.  Also,  gray  wolves  were 
recently  reintroduced  to  Yellowstone  National  Park,  and  have  been  observed  well-beyond  the 
Park's  boundaries.  The  gray  wolf  will  come  out  of  the  mountains  but  tends  to  remain  within 
a  few  kilometers  (miles)  of  the  main  ranges.  There  have  been  unofficial  sightings  of  wolves  at 
various  locations  in  the  Stillwater  River  Valley;  however,  there  are  no  official  recordings  or 
occurrences  of  the  gray  wolf  within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project. 

Whooping  Crane  (Endangered).  The  area  around  the  proposed  project  does  not  contain  suitable 
habitat  for,  and  is  well-westerly-of  (what  is  typically  considered)  the  migration  path  for  the 
whooping  crane.  There  are  also  no  known/recorded  observations  of  the  whooping  crane 
within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project. 

Based-on  this  information/adherence-to  the  coordination  discussed  above  and  in  the  BRR,  this 
proposed  proj  ect  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  any  T/E  species  and/or  their  critical  habitat. 

6.     Biological  Resources 

The  BRR  prepared  for  this  proposed  project  provides  a  detailed  accounting  of  the  terrestrial  and 
aquatic  species,  and  species  of  special  concern  within  this  proposed  project's  area. 
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A  summary  of  the  information  provided-in  this  proposed  project's  BRR  is  as-follows: 

Terrestrial  Resources.  Wildlife  within  this  proposed  project' s  area  includes  species  typical  of  short- 
grass  prairie,  pine  breaks  and  riparian/riverine  habitats.  There  will  be  relatively  little  overall 
impact  to  these  species  and/or  habitats  as  the  proposed  work  will  be  limited-to  areas 
immediately  adj  acent  to  the  small  amount  of  new  R-o- W/easement  between  P  -.78.  and  the 
river,  and  a  small  amount  northerly-of  the  existing  North  Stillwater  Road.  The  vegetation  and 
habitat  that  will  be  impacted  is  only  a  small  portion  of  comparable  plant  communities  within  the 
study  area.  Mitigation  for  impacts  to  vegetation  will  be  provided-by  seeding  the  disturbed 
areas  under  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  (see  also  "Seeding"  in  section  III.C.2., 
on  p.  14  previous). 

Aquatic  Resources.  The  Stillwater  River  has  been  described-by  the  MFWP  as  a  high-quality 
rainbow  and  brown  trout  fishery.  In  the  river's  reach  near  this  proposed  project,  the  trout 
population  is  about  75%  rainbow  (Oncorhynchus  mvkiss)  and  25±%  brown  (Salmo  trutta). 
Although  this  stretch  of  the  river  does  have  some  scattered  areas  ofbrown  trout  spawning,  the 
majority  of  spawning  for  both  species  occurs  further  upstream  and  in  the  upper  reaches  of 
Rosebud  Creek.  This  proposed  project's  reach  of  the  Stillwater  River  is  an  important  travel 
corridor  for  both  species  during  their  respective  spawning  seasons  (fall  for  the  brown  trout,  and 
spring  for  the  rainbow)  as  they  move  up  from  both  the  Yellowstone  River  and  lower  reaches 
of  the  Stillwater  to  more  suitable  spawning  habitat. 

Mountain  whitefish  (Prosopium  williamsoni)  are  also  present  in  this  proposed  project's  reach 
of  the  river,  along  with  a  variety  of  suckers  (Catostomidce),  dace  (Spp.Phoxinus),  and 
mottled  sculpin  (Coitus  bairdi). 

Impacts 

Permanent  impact  to  the  Stillwater  River  will  be  limited-to  the  proposed  "Build"  alternative's 
construction  of  new  bridge  piers  and  placement  of  permanent  erosion  control  ("rip-rap") 
around  the  northwesterly  bridge  abutment.  The  construction,  as  well  as  the  proposed  location 
and  design  of  the  new  piers,  will  not  substantially  impact  water  flow  or  fisheries  resources  in 
this  proposed  project's  reach  of  the  Stillwater  River. 

Mitigation 

It  is  recommended  that  construction  in  the  river  occur  outside  of  times  when  the  Stillwater 
River  is  utilized  as  a  travel  corridor  (fall  for  the  brown  trout  and  spring  for  the  rainbow).  The 
MFWP  may  specify  dates  {i.e. :  March  -  April,  and  October)  when  proposed  construction 
activities  in  the  river  will  be  restricted/prohibited. 

In  general,  thebmp's  (see  the  "Erosion  Control"  section  III.C.2.  on  p.  14,  previous)  utilized  on 
this  proposed  proj  ect  will  minimize  the  effect  of  sediments  and/or '  'run-off '  into  the  river  during 
the  construction  period.  Special  consideration  should  be  given-to  workbridge  (if  used) 
construction  and  removal  that  will  limit  the  amount  of  sediments  entering  the  Stillwater  River. 
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Rare  and  Sensitive  Species.  According-to  a  search  of  the  MNHP  database  and  a  review  of  this 
proposed  project's  vicinity  by  the  MFWP,  there  are  no  records  of  rare  or  sensitive  species, 
or  any  Montana  species  of  special  concern,  inhabiting  the  immediate  area  or  the  Stillwater 
River  within  or  near  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  While  there  is  one  e.o.r.  listed- for  the 
great  blue  heron  (Ardea  herodias),  there  are  no  known  heron  habitats  ("rookeries")  within  the 
vicinity  of  this  proposed  project,  and  none  were  observed. 

No  overhead  electric  transmission/distribution/service  line  relocations  will  be  needed-for  this 
proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  (see  also  the  "Utilities"  section  III.E.1.  on  p. 2  5, 
following).  Therefore,  no  "raptor-proofing"  will  be  performed  as  part-of  this  proposed 
project.  The  effects  from  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  have  been  evaluated,  and 
there  will  be  no  negative  impacts  to  rare/sensitive  terrestrial  or  aquatic  species.  There  will 
be  no  impacts  to  species  of  special  concern. 

7.     Cultural/Archaeological/Historical  Resources 

This  proposed  project's  area  was  inventoried- for  cultural  resources  under  both  this  and  an 
adjacent  MDT-proposed  project.  An  initial  cultural  resource  survey  was  conducted  in  1988  as  part 
of  MDT's  "Montana  P-78"  (or  "Absarokee-  Columbus")  project  [N2F  78-2(5)  2  7,  see  also 
the  "Other  Pending/Ongoing  Actions"  section  III.E.2.  on  p. 2  5,  following].  A  cultural  resource 
survey  for  this  proposed  bridge  project's  "Build"  alternative  was  also  conducted  in  1993. 

The  following  two  historic  sites  were  identified  as  eligible-for  listing-on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP),  and  which  are  both  in  the  immediate  area  of  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn" 
bridge: 

•  the  Riverside  Inn  (24ST1 64); 
and 

•  the  Roadhouse  Ditch  (24ST206) 

The  Riverside  Inn  historic  site  consists-of  eight  structures  and  features  that  are  bisected  by  the 
existing  county  road.  The  barn  structures  located  westerly-of  that  southerly  approach  road  to/ 
from  P-78.  are  eligible-for  the  NRHP.  The  buildings  easterly-of  that  road,  including  a  residence, 
do  not  qualify-for  the  NRHP. 

The  Roadhouse  Ditch  is  eligible-for  the  NRHP  from  its  association-with  the  early  agricultural 
development  of  the  Stillwater  River  Valley.  It  is  also  a  contributing  component  of  the  NRHP- 
eligible  Lower  Stillwater  Historic  Irrigation  District. 

The  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge,  which  is  located  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  Riverside  Inn 
site,  was  recorded-as  a(nother)  historic  site  (24ST78)  but  was  determined  ineligible  for  nomination 
to  the  NRHP. 
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The  (former  Federal- Aid)  Highways  Bridge  Replacement  and  Rehabilitation  Program  for  Historic 
Bridge  Preservation  requires-that  states  proposing  the  demolition  of  a  historic  bridge  (note:  this 
applies-to  all  historic  bridges,  regardless  of  NRHP  eligibility)  as  part-of  a  replacement  project 
(under  23  U.S.C.  144(o)(4),  as  amended) "...  shall  first  make  the"  (historic)  "bridge  available 
for  donation  to  a  [state  or  local  agency]  or  responsible  private  entity  if  (same  agency  or  entity) 
"enters  into  an  agreement  to: 

(A)  maintain  the  bridge  and  features  that  preserves  its  historic  significance;  and 

(B)  assume  all  future  legal  and  financial  responsibility  for  the  bridge,  including  an  agreement  to  hold 
the  state's  transportation  agency  harmless  in  any  liability  action." 

The  costs  incurred-by  the  agency  or  entity  to  preserve  the  historic  bridge  are  eligible  for 
reimbursement  up  to,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  demolition  estimate  for  that  bridge.  The  existing 
"Riverside  Inn"  bridge  was  therefore  advertised  (by  MDT)  for  "adoption"  by  any  such  "responsible 
private"  party/ies  (as  the  county  was  only  interested  in  salvaging  the  steel  "treadways"  on  the 
existing  bridge's  deck).  A  local  landowner  is  currently  negotiating  with  both  MDT  and  the  county 
to  acquire  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  Bridge,  and  intends-to  relocate  it  1 0.5±  km  (6.5±  mi)  from 
its  current  site.  Should  those  negotiations  not  result-in  that  individual  acquiring/moving  the  existing 
bridge,  it  will  become  property-of  this  proposed  project's  contractor  and  demolished  following 
completion-of  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative. 

Regarding  NRHP-eligibility,  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  have  "No  Adverse 
Effect"  on  the  Riverside  Inn,  and  "No  Effect"  to  the  Roadhouse  Ditch.  Impacts  to  these  sites  are 
discussed-furtherinthe  "U.  S.D.o.  T.  -Section  4(f)"  section  (under  III.C.  12.  on  p. 2  3,  following). 
SHPO  concurred-with  MDT's  determinations  on  December  14,  1995  (see  copy  of  MDT's 
December  8,  1995  letter  in  APPENDIX  D). 

8.  Noise 

Although  the  present  bridge  will  be  replaced,  the  proposed  project  will  not  increase  the  county 
road's  number-of  through  traffic  lanes.  Due-to  the  nature  of  "Off-System"  bridge-replacement 
projects  with  their  low  traffic  volumes  and  rural  locations,  a  detailed  noise  analysis  is  not  required. 
The  estimated  traffic  on  this  proposed  project  (see  "Traffic  Issues"  under  section  I.B.4.  on  p.  5, 
previous)  will  not  exceed  levels  for  FHWA's  Noise  Abatement  Criteria  under  23  CFR  772. 
Traffic  noise  level  increases  will  be  insignificant  with  the  completion  of  this  proposed  project's 
"Build"  alternative.  Both  the  "No  Build"  and  the  "Build"  alternative  (will)  also  comply-with  MDT's 
Noise  Policy,  as  amended. 

9.  Visual 

The  "No  Adverse  Effect"  determination  (in  section  III.C. 7.,  previous)  on  theNRHP-eligible 
"Riverside  Inn"  was  primarily  based-on  the  change  in  visual  character  from  this  proposed  project's 
"Build"  alternative.  The  visual  impacts  from  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  include  (but 
are  not  necessarily  limited-to)  to  those  listed-on  the  following  page. 
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•  loss  of  some  vegetation  (cottonwood  trees,  shrubs)  on  both  sides  of  the  Stillwater  River; 

•  removal  of  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  Bridge  structure; 

•  addition  of  proposed  new  approach  roadways  (including  a  new  culvert  crossing  the 
"Roadhouse  Ditch")  and  bridge; 

and 

•  new  alignments  for  both  the  North  Stillwater  and  Miller  roads  on  the  northerly  (left)  bank  of 
the  Stillwater  River. 

Only  vegetation  within  the  proposed  "Build"  alternative's  construction  limits,  or  "clear  zone"  (where 
objects  maybe  struck  by  vehicles  leaving  roadways,  orpose  as  obstructions  to  driver's  views)  will 
be  removed/cut  back.  The  proposed  "Build"  alternative's  new  alignments  and  crossing  will  not 
introduce  visual  elements  that  are  substantially  out  of  character  with  the  existing  setting. 

The  "No-Build"  alternative  would  have  no  changes  to  the  present  locale's  appearances.  Therefore, 
as  neither  of  this  proposed  project's  alternatives  has  any  substantial  visual  impacts,  no  mitigation 
will  be  necessary. 

10.  Air  Quality 

This  proposed  proj  ect  is  located-in  an  unclassifiable/attainment  area  of  Montana  for  air  quality 
under  40  CFR  81.327,  as  amended.  As  such,  this  proposed  project  is  not  covered  under  the 
EPA's  "Final  Rule"  of  November  24, 1993  on  Air  Quality  conformity.  Therefore,  both  this 
proposed  project's  "No  Build"  and  "Build"  alternatives  comply-with  Section  1 76(c)  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  7521(a),  as  amended). 

11.  Hazardous  Substances 

The  existing  bridge' s  steel  members  are  coated-with  a  lead-based  paint,  and  lead  (Pb)  is  a  toxic 
substance.  The  removal  of  lead-based  (or  "lead")  paint  is  regulated-by  the  EPA,  the  Federal 
Occupational  Safety  &  Health  Administration  (OSHA),  and  the  MDEQ.  These  regulations  require 
a  complete  understanding  of  lead-based  paint  removal  procedures.  The  existing  structure's  timber 
decking  and  abutments  may  also  contain  hazardous  materials  which  include  (but  are  not  limited-to) 
wood  preservatives  {e.g. :  creosote  or  other  aromatic  hydrocarbon/C8HI0O;  compounds;  and/or 
pentachlorophenol/C6Cl5OH). 

The  removal-of  "lead"  paint  is  very  detailed,  time-consuming,  and  expensive  with  many  volumes 
of  regulations  and  procedures.  Before  a  bridge  is  repainted  with  an  approved  coating,  its  steel 
members  must  be  cleaned-free  of  the  lead-based  paint.  This  procedure  requires  sand-blasting  or 
blast-beading,  and  its  residue  must  be  1 00%  contained.  Also,  the  contractor,  MDT,  and  in  this 
case,  the  bridge  owner  (Stillwater  County)  must  take  measures  to  test  the  soils,  water  table,  and 
the  river  both  prior-to  and  during  the  "lead"  paint  removal/repainting  process. 
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A  procedure  for  the  workers  (including  respiratory  surveillance,  personal  hygiene  training,  and 
other  medical  surveillance  programs)  to  monitor  levels  of  lead  before  the  process  begins  and  again 
upon  its  completion  must  be  appro ved-by  the  regulatory  agencies  prior-to  a  proposed  bridge 
rehabilitation  project's  construction.  Once  the  lead  paint  is  removed,  it  then  must  be  sealed  in 
special  containers  and  shipped  to  an  EPA-permitted  treatment  and  disposal  facility  (none  of  which 
currently  exist  in  Montana).  The  costs  and  risks  to  the  environment  also  increase  rapidly. 

Impacts  from  any  of  these  hazardous  substances  may  result  from  a  sudden,  catastrophic  collapse 
under  the  "No  Build"  alternative.  Impacts  from  removing  "lead"  paint  would  occur  under  either 
the  "No  Build"  or  rehabilitation  alternatives  before  the  steel  is  repainted.  The  proposed  "Build" 
alternative  will  have  no  substantial  impacts  from  these  hazardous  substances  as  disposal  of  timbers 
treated  with  hazardous  substances  will  be  under  MDT's  guidelines.  Those  guidelines  are  in 
accordance  with  the  EPA's,  OHSA's,  and  the  MDEQ's  regulations  (and  those  rules  also  apply 
to  the  "No  Build"  alternative).  Also,  any  (future)  owner(s,  see  also  "Cultural/Archaeological/ 
Historical  Resources"  under  section  III.C.7.  on  p. 2 1,  previous)  of  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn" 
bridge  will  be  responsible-for  the  proper  handling  and  disposal  of  those  hazardous  substances 
regardless  if  the  present  structure  remains  in-place,  is  moved,  or  demolished. 

A  review  of  this  proposed  project's  immediate  area,  and  the  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 1980  (CERCLA  —  P.L.  96-510,  as  amended) 
list  did  not  identify  any  hazardous  waste  sites.  Therefore,  this  proposed  project  will  have  no 
impacts  regarding  hazardous  wastes. 

12.  U.S.D.o.T.  -Section  4(f) 

This  proposed  action  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Section  4(f)  of  the  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTA  TIONAct  (49  U.S.C.  303,  as  amended).  These  provisions  apply-to  Federally  funded 
highway  actions  that  affect  sites  on  or  eligible- for  the  NRHP,  publicly-owned  parks,  recreation 
areas  and  wildlife/waterfowl  refuges  or  management  areas.  The  following  two  Section  4(f)  sites 
were  identified  in  this  proposed  project's  area  (see  also  "Cultural/Archaeological/Historical 
Resources"  under  section  III.C.7.  on  p. 2  0,  previous): 

•  The  Riverside  Inn  (24ST1 64); 
and 

•  the  Roadhouse  Ditch  (24ST206) 

The  proposed  Stillwater  River  Bridge  proj  ect's  "Build"  alternative  will  have  No  Adverse  Effect 
to  the  Riverside  Inn  historic  site  (24ST1 64).  Copies  of  the  Determination  of  Effect  with  SHPO's 
concurrence  (dated  December  14,  1995),  and  the  ACHP's  concurrence  (dated  January  11, 
1 996)  are  in  APPENDIX  D.  The  Riverside  Inn's  historic  association  with  the  county  road  and  river 
crossing  will  be  altered  as  a  result  of  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative.  That  alteration, 
however,  neither  significantly  detracts  from  the  setting,  nor  results  in  the  destruction  and/or 
significant  alteration  of  the  historic  property. 
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The  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  is  not  within  the  site's  boundaries  and  the  county  road  will  be 
perpetuated  as  a  privately-maintained  access.  The  property  will  not  be  neglected  as  a  result  of  this 
proposed  project,  nor  will  it  result  in  the  transfer,  lease,  or  sale  of  the  historic  site.  The  site, 
moreover,  will  continue  to  function  as  a  small  recreation-related  business. 

The  proposed  project's  alternatives  have  no  visual,  audible,  or  atmospheric  elements  that  are  out 
of  character  with  the  property.  The  proposed  bridge  and  roadway  will  be  located  1 20±  m  west- 
southwesterly-from  (395±  ft  upstream-of)  the  existing  crossing's  location.  The  existing  two-lane 
roadway  is  surfaced  with  gravel,  and  gravel  surfacing  will  be  perpetuated-on  the  proposed  (wider) 
two-lane  southerly  approach.  This  proposed  project's  Section  4(f)  impacts  are  further 
documented  on  the  "Nationwide  "  Programmatic  Evaluation  form  in  section  V. ,  following  p.  3  0 . 

There  will  be  No  Effect  to  the  Roadhouse  Ditch  (24ST206);  therefore,  this  proposed  project  has 
no  Section  4(f)  impacts  on  that  feature. 

D.  Construction  Impacts 

Bridge  construction  activities  from  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  cause  temporary 
inconveniences  to  the  traveling  public  and  recreationists.  These  will  occasionally  result-in  longer  travel 
times,  detours,  temporary  complete  closure,  and  noise  and  dust  due-to  the  heavy  machinery.  These 
disruptions  will  occur  intermittently  for  the  one  to  two  year  construction  period.  The  existing  bridge 
will  remain  in-place  for  continued  access  during  the  majority  of  the  construction  process;  therefore, 
traffic  interruptions  will  be  minimized. 

Mitigation  of  construction  impacts  on  the  commercial  outfitter's  equestrian  operations  (see  the 
"Travel/Access"  section  1 1 1.  A.  1 .  on  p.  9,  previous)  will  be  coordinated  during  R-o-W  negotiations  (see 
the  "Land  Use/Right-of-Way/easements"  section  III. B.  1 .  on  p.  12 ,  previous),  and  may  include  a  Special 
Provision  in  this  proposed  project's  contract. 

In  general,  bmp's  (see  the  "Erosion  Control"  section  III.C.2.  on  p.  14,  previous)  under  this  proposed 
project's  "Build"  alternative  will  be  utilized  to  minimize  the  effect  of  sedimentation  and/or  "run-off ' 
during  the  bridge  removal  and  construction  periods.  Special  consideration  should  be  given  to  methods 
for  removal  of  the  existing  bridge,  as  well  as  workbridge  (if  used)  construction  and  removal,  that  will 
limit  the  amount  of  sediments  entering  the  Stillwater  River. 


'o 


This  proposed  proj  ect'  s  contractor  will  be  subj  ect-to  all  state  and  local  laws  to  minimize  construction 
noise  by  having  mufflers  on  all  equipment.  Dust  control  will  also  be  required  by  using  either  water,  or 
another  approved  dust-suppressant.  All  advance  warning  and  detour  signing  will  be  in  accordance  with 
the  Manual  on  Uniform  Traffic  Control  Devices  (MUTCD).  Therefore,  construction  impacts  from  this 
proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  be  minimized. 
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E.  Secondary  &  Cumulative  Impacts 

1.  Utilities 

An  overhead  electric  power  distribution  line  is  located  east-northeasterly  (downstream)  from  the 
existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge.  While  this  line  crosses  both  the  Stillwater  River  and  Miller  Road, 
it  will  not  be  affected-by  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative.  Both  underground  telephone 
and  gas  distribution  lines  are  located  along  P  -78.  and  the  two  county  roads  near  the  Stillwater 
River' s  northerly  (left)  bank.  Relocations  of  these  lines  will  be  necessary  under  this  proposed 
project's  "Build"  alternative. 

Utility  relocations  will  be  coordinated  with  these  lines'  owners,  and  done  prior  to  this  proposed 
project's  construction.  Notification  of  service  interruptions  due  to  these  relocations  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  these  utility  lines'  owners.  Such  disruptions  are  normally  minor  and  are  usually 
limited  to  the  customers  on  the  affected  lines. 

There  would  be  no  impacts  on  any  of  these  utility  lines  under  this  proposed  project's  "No  Build" 
alternative. 

2.  Other  Pending/Ongoing  Actions 

As  previously  referenced,  MDT  currently-has  an  action  pending  on  P-7_8,  which  adjoins  this 
proposed  project.  That  pending  P-7  8  project  [MDT  N2  F-STPP  78-2(5)27;  (p.m.s. 
c#0920)  ]  involves  the  reconstruction  and  widening  of  approximately  25.7  km  (16.0±  mi)  of  a 
two-lane  highway.  It  begins  at  Montana  Secondary  highway  #4 1 9's  junction  [km  48. 3±  (MP 
30.0±)  on  P-78.  ],  approximately  1 .3  km  (0.8±  mi)  southerly-of  Absarokee.  Its  northeasterly  end 
is  the  southerly  end  of  P-  7J3 's  Yellowstone  River  bridge  [km  74.2±  (MP  46. 1±)],  southerly-of 
Columbus.  A  full  evaluation  of  the  impacts  associated-with  that  pending  action  on  P- .78.  is 
currently  under-way,  and  will  be  released  in  a  DRAFT  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). 

The  proposed  approach  connection  from  P  -  7_8  to  the  southerly  end  of  the  "Build"  alternative's 
(new)  bridge  will  accommodate  both  the  existing  alignment,  and  P-7_8  's  (pending)  future  location. 
The  latter  will  result-in  the  southerly  approach  on  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  having 
less  of  a  grade  than  will  be  necessary  for  P-7_8's  current  route.  The  "No  Build"  alternative  would 
not  improve  the  present  steep  grade  on  the  southerly  approach's  connection  to  P_-7_8 .  It  would 
also  be  necessary  to  reconstruct  a  portion  of  that  existing  approach  under  the  pending  action  on 
P- 7_8 .  This  latter  will  be  necessary  under  that  pending  action  for  maintaining  access  to  the 
"Riverside  Inn"  and  will  be  further  discussed  in  that  proposed  project's  DEIS. 

MDT  also  has  another  pending  bridge-replacement  action  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity.  That 
pending  project  [MDT  N2  BR  420-1(3)0  (P.M.s.c#3435)]isforS-420's  crossing  of 
Sheep  Creek,  and  is  on  the  northwesterly  side  of  Absarokee.  However,  that  pending  action  is 
over  2.0  km's  (1 .25±  mi)  southwesterly  (upstream)  from  this  proposed  project.  Also,  no  review 
of  its  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  will  (tentatively)  be  "Ready"  before  January,  2004. 
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Any  significant  cumulative  environmental  impacts  upon  this  proposed  project's  alternatives  from 
MDT's  pending  action  on  P-7_8  will  be  documented-through  the  latter's  DEIS.  MDT's  other 
pending  action  onS-420's  crossing  of  Sheep  Creek  is  regarded  as  too-distant  in  locale  and  time 
to  have  any  significant  cumulative  environmental  impacts  on  and/or  from  this  proposed  project's 
alternatives.  This  proposed  bridge  replacement  project's  alternatives  will  therefore  have  no 
significant  cumulative  environmental  impacts  on  those,  and/or  any  other  MDT  projects  in  this  part 
of  its  Billings  District  (N2  5). 

While  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  provide  an  additional  lane  on  the  new  bridge, 
all  connecting  roads  will  remain  as  two-lane  routes  and  the  county's  roads  will  continue  to  have 
gravel  surfaces.  Neither  the  "No  Build"  nor  the  "Build"  alternative  will  induce  significant  land  use 
changes,  nor  promote  unplanned  growth.  The  proposed  "Build"  alternative  will  have  no  significant 
affect  on  access  to  adjacent  properties  or  present  traffic  patterns.  The  "No  Build"  alternative 
would  continue  to  restrict  the  type  and  amount  of  traffic  using  the  current  crossing.  There  would 
be  no  safety  improvements,  and  the  county  would  (eventually)  be  forced  to  consider  either  closing 
the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  to  all  traffic  or  allocate  increased  funding  for  mamtaining  a  nearly 
century-old  structure.  The  county  did  not  identify  any  (other)  proposed  or  ongoing  actions  in  this 
proposed  project's  vicinity. 

F.   Permits  Required 

This  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  require  the  following  permits  to  be  obtained  prior-to 
any  relevant  disturbances: 

This  proposed  proj  ect  will  be  in  compliance  with  both  the  Water  Quality  provisions  of  75-5-308 
M.C.A.  for  Section  3(a)  authorizations,  and  Stream  Protection  under  87-5-501  through  509 
M.C.  A.,  inclusive.  A 124SPA  Stream  Protection  Permit  has  been  requested- from  the  MFWP. 
An  on-site  review  of  this  proposed  project,  with  representatives  from  MFWP  and  MDT,  will  be 
scheduled  if  necessary.  All  comments,  suggestions  and/or  conditions  resulting  from  review  of 
existing  data  and/or  on-site  will  be  documented,  included  in  this  proposed  project's  files,  and  taken 
into  account  in  the  final  design  specifications. 

This  proposed  project  will  also  require  the  following  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251 
-  1376,  as  amended): 

A  Section  402/Montana  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (MPDES)  authorization  from 
the  MDEQ's  Permitting  &  Compliance  Division;  and 

A  Section  404  permit  from  the  CoE,  which  will  determine  if  this  proposed  project  qualifies-for 
a  "Nationwide"  permit  under  the  provisions  of  33  CFR330. 

A  FEMA  floodplain  development  authorization  (see  also  "Floodplains"  under  section  III.C.1 .  on 
p. 13,  previous)  has  been  received-from  Stillwater  County's  Floodplain  Administrator. 
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IV.  Comments  &  Coordination 

A.  Public  Agencies 

MDT  contacted  the  following  agencies  and  parties  in  preparing  this  Environmental  Assessment  (EA): 

1 .  List  of  Agencies  with  Jurisdiction  and/or  Permitting  Authority: 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP,  reviewed  "Determinations  of  Effect") 
Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (MDEQ,  MPDES  authorization) 
Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks  (MFWP,  124SPA  permit) 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO,  reviewed/concurred  with  "Determinations  of  Effect") 
Stillwater  County  (FEMA  Floodplain  Development  Permit,  Weed  Control  District) 
U.S.  Army's  Corps  of  Engineers  (CoE,  Clean  Water  Act  -  Section  404  permit) 

Stillwater  COUNTY  is  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  this  proposed  project's  environmental 
documentation,  and  its  Commissioners,  Road  &  Bridge,  and  Planning  Departments  were  each  sent 
ROUGH  DRAFTS  of  this  EA  and  P  4  (f)  (under  section  V.  following  p.30)  to  review  (none  had 
any  comments,  see  copy  of  April  23,  1999  letter  at  end  of  APPENDIX  B). 

2.  List  of  Other  Agencies,  Groups,  or  Persons  Contacted,  or  Having  Contributed  Information: 

Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation  (MDNR&C) 

Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program  (MNHP) 

Stillwater  County's  Planning  and  Road  &  Bridge  Departments 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS) 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture's  -  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS) 

Barron  Ranch  (landowner) 

Miller  Ranch  (landowner,  Ralph  Yates,  et  al  ["Roadhouse  Ditch"  water  users]) 

B.  Public  Involvement 

A  Public  Informational  Meeting  about  this  proposed  project  was  held  on  May  24,  1996  in  the 
Absarokee  school.  This  Meeting  resulted-in  exploring  the  two  additional  proposed  alignments,  one 
located  near  the  existing  bridge  and  the  other  1 1 0±  m  east-northeasterly  (360±  ft.  downstream).  Also, 
the  need  for  the  commercial  outfitter's  equestrian  crossing  was  identified  at  this  event.  Representatives 
from  MDT 's  Billings  District  (N2  5)  have  met-with  an  adjacent  landowner  on  two  occasions  (in  1 997: 
April  16th&  August  15th)  since  that  Meeting  to  discuss  specific  issues  about  this  proposed  project. 
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A  News  Release  describing  this  proposed  project  was  issued-on  December  20, 1 993  and  additional 
information  with  a  request-for  comments  have  been  provided-in  the  "Stillwater  County  News"  of 
Columbus  on  July  2, 1997.  The  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  was  offered-for  "adoption"  in  the 
"Stillwater  County  News"  on  August  12, 1998.  As-of  October  22, 1998  only  one  interested  party 
has  responded-to  MDT.  That  individual  is  currently  negotiating  to  "adopt"  and  relocate  the  bridge  for 
private  use  on  a  nearby  property  (see  also  the  "Cultural/Archaeological/Historical"  section  III.C.7.  on 
p.  2 1,  previous).  The  "Riverside  Inn"  bridge  will  not  be  removed  until  the  proposed  new  bridge  is  in 
place  and  open  for  traffic. 

An  Opportunity  for  a  Public  Hearing  will  be  made  for  this  proposed  project  concurrent- with  an 
announcement  of  this  EA's  availability  for  public  review  and  comment.  Additional  public  comment  will 
be  received  at  that  time,  and  for  at  least  thirty  (30)  calendar  days  after  FHWA's  appro  val-of  this  EA. 
Public  comments  received  will  be  evaluated  to  determine  the  following: 

•  whether  significant  impacts  will  occur- from  this  proposed  project's  alternatives  still  under 
consideration; 

•  if  further  consideration  of  the  impacts  discussed  herein  is  necessary; 
and/or 

•  if  new  issues  have  arisen  that  need  to  be  included  in  this  EA. 

This  proposed  project  and  its  public  involvement  process  is  in  accordance  with  MDT's  Public 
Involvement  Handbook. 


C.  Distribution  List 

The  following  agencies/groups/individuals  will  be  sent  a  copy  of  this  EA: 


1 .     Federal  Agencies 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10014 
Helena,  MT  59626-0014 

Attention:    Allen  Steinle, 

Montana  Program  Manager 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
P.O.  Box  415 
Columbus,  MT  59019-0415 

Attention:    District  Conservationist 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
2880  Skyway  Drive 
Helena,  MT  59602 

Attention:    Dale  W.  Paulson, 

Program  Development  Engineer 


Darrin  Grenfell, 
Operations  Engineer 
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2.     State  Agencies 


Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
1520  East  6th  Avenue,  P.O.Box  200901 
Helena,  MT  59620-0901 

Attention:    Jan  P.  Sensibaugh,  Administrator 
Permitting  &  Compliance  Division 


Montana  Department  of  Fish, 

Wildlife  &  Parks 
1420  East  6th  Avenue,  P.O.  Box  200701 
Helena,  MT  59620-0701 

Attention:    Tom  Reilly, 

Fishing  Access  Director 

Montana  Library 

1515  East  6th  Avenue,  P.O.  Box  201800 

Helena,  MT  59620-1800 

Attention:    Don  Cornish, 

Collections  Management  Librarian 


Montana  Department  of  Fish, 

Wildlife  &  Parks 
2300  Lake  Elmo  Drive 
Billings,  MT  59105 

Attention:    Raymond  V.  Bemtsen,  Manager 
Region  (N2  5)  Fisheries 


Environmental  Quality  Council 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  MT  59620 


Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  Billings  District  Ne  5 
Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  Bridge  Engineer 
Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  Right-of-Way  Engineer 
Timothy  W.  Reardon,  Chief  Counsel  -  Legal  Services 
Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  Environmental  Services  Manager 


3.     Local  Agencies 


Stillwater  County 

400  3rd  Avenue  North 

Box  970 

Columbus,  MT  59019-0970 

H°n  Clifford  Bare,  Commissioner 


Planning  Department 
Linda  Lang 


John  F.  Knorr,  Superintendent  of  Roads  &  Bridges 
Steve  Bue,  Bridge  supervisor 


4.     Individuals/Special  Interest  Groups 

Barron  Ranch  Limited  Partnership 
R.R,e  1,  Box  2840 
Absarokee,  MT  59001 

Betty  J.  Staub 
R.Rte  1,  Box  2870 
Absarokee,  MT  59001-9707 


Miller  Ranch,  A  Montana  Corporation 
R,e  1 ,  Box  65 
Absarokee,  MT  59001 

Roadhouse  Ditch  Users 
%   Ralph  L.  Yates 

P.O.  Box  9 

Absarokee,  MT  59001 
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V.  "Nationwide"  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 
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MONTANA  DIVISION 

"NATIONWIDE"  SECTION  4(f)  EVALUATION  FOR  MINOR  IMPACTS 

ON 

HISTORIC  SITES 

EXCLUDING  HISTORIC  BRIDGE  REPLACEMENTS 

Project  N°  BR  9048(11),  (P.M.S.  C#2295)  Site:   Riverside  Inn  (site#24STi64) 

Project  Name:  STILLWATER  R-NE  ABSAROKE  Location:  southerly  Stillwater  County 

NOTE:  Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information, 
and  may  result  in  an  individual  evaluation/statement. 
Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section    4(f)    Evaluation  procedures. 

YES      NO 


1.  Is  the  4(f)  site  adjacent-to/crossed-by  the  existing  highway?  X 

2.  Does  the  proposed   project  require  the  removal  or  alteration  of  historic        

structures,  and/or  objects?  I 


3.  Does  the  proposed  project  disturb  or  remove  archaeological  resources  which 
are  important  to  preserve  in-place  rather  than  to  recover? 

4.  Is  the  impact  on  the  4(f)  site  considered  minor  {i.e.:   no  effect;  or  no  adverse 
effect)? 

5.  Has  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  agreed  in  writing  with 
the  assessment  of  impacts,  and  the  proposed  mitigation? 

6.  Is  the  proposed  action  under  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (ELS.)? 

7.  Is  the  proposed  project  on  a  new  location? 

8.  The  proposed  project's  work  is  for  one  (or  more)  of  the  following: 

a)  Improved  traffic  operation; 

b)  Safety  improvements; 

c)  3R; 

d)  Bridge  replacement  on  essentially  the  same  alignment;  or 

e)  Addition  of  lanes. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

1.  The  "do-nothing"  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated,  and  is  not  considered 
to  be  feasible  and  prudent. 

2.  An  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated  which  improves  the  highway  without 
any  4(f)  impacts,  and  is  also  not  considered  to  be  feasible  and  prudent. 

3.  An   ALTERNATIVE   on   a   new   location    avoiding   the   4(f)   site   has-been 
evaluated,  and  is  not  considered  to  be  feasible  and  prudent. 

Descriptions  of  ALTERNATIVES  2.  and  3.  are  in  Parts  I.  &  II.  of  the  E.A. 

(continued-on  next  page) 
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NOTE:   Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information, 
and  may      result   in   an   individual   evaluation/statement. 

Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section    4(f)    Evaluation  procedures. 

YES      NO 

MINIMIZATION  OF  HARM 

1.  The  proposed  project  includes  all  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm.  X  I        | 

2.  Measures  to  minimize  harm  include  the  following: 

The  Riverside  Inn's  historic  association  with  both  the  county  road  and  river 
crossing  will  be  altered  of  this  proposed  mdt  project's  "Build"  alternative. 
The  proposed  alteration,  however,  will  not  significantly  detract-from  the 
setting  of  this  site  (24ST164).  Although  the  existing  "Riverside  Inn"  (also 
known-as  the  "Garrigus"  or  "Thompson's")  bridge  will  be  removed,  the 
existing  roadway  will  be  perpetuated-as  a  private  access  road,  thus  the 
property  will  not  be  neglected  as  a  result-of  this  proposed  action.  This 
proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  will  be  located  within  sight-of  the 
existing  crossing,  and  will  likely  retain  its  association-with  the  "Riverside  Inn" 
historic  site. 

COORDINATION 

1 .     The  proposed  project  has  been  COORDINATED  with  the  following: 

a)  SHPO  (on:     1 4-Dec-95/stamp-of-concurrence  on  MDT's  08-Dec-95  letter, 

copy  in  Appendix  D  of  EA)  X  I        I 

b)  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP,  on:  27-Dec-95,  by 
the  FHWA;    copy  w/ACHP's  11-Jan-96  stamp-of-concurrence  is  also  in 

E.A.'s  Appendix  D.)  X  I        I 


c)  Property  owner  (c.  1993)  X  

d)  Local/State/Federal  agencies  X  I        | 

Listed-under  Section  IV.A.  of  EA. 

2.  Copies-of,  or  references-to  comment(s)  from  the  preceding  regarding  this 
proposed  project's  "Build"  alternative  and/or  the  preceding  "MINIMIZATION 
OF  HARM"  are  in  Appendices  B  -  D  of  the  EA. 

SUMMARY 

All  required  ALTERNATIVES  have  been  evaluated  and  the  proposed  project  meets  all  the 
criteria  included  in  the  "Nationwide  Programmatic"  Section  4(f)  evaluation  approved  on 
December  23,  1986.  This  Programmatic  Evaluation  includes  all  possible  planning  to 
minimize  harm  which  will  be  incorporated  in  this  proposed  project. 

This  proposed  project  is  also  documented  as  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for 
compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(C),  as 
amended)  under  the  provisions  of  23  CFR  771.119. 

(concluded-on  next  page) 
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Appendix  A  -  List  of  Preparers 

MDT  Environmental  Services: 

Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  Manager 

Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E.  -  Engineering  Bureau  Chief 

MDT's  Environmental  Consultant  (BRW,  Inc  of  Dames  &  Moore  Group) 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  Project  Manager 
Dairy  1  L.  James  -  Project  Documentation 
Beth  Kunkel  -  Biological  Resources 
Jeff  Olson  -  124SPA  and  CWA-404  Permits  Preparation 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

HIGHWAYS  DIVISION 

Billings  District 


Memorandum 


To:  Roy  R.  Ventura,  Jr.,  P.E. 

District  Engineer-Billings 

From:  Richard  E.Weed,  P.ETT"^!^^ 

Engineering  Services  Engineer 

Date:  January  21,  1993 

Subject:  BR  9048(11)  -  C.N.  2295 

2  Miles  Northeast  of  Absarokee 


On  January  15,  i993  at  your  request.  I  met  with  Mrs.  Betty  Tnompson,  a  local  landowner 
who  would  be  affected  by  the  reconstruction  of  the  bridge  over  the  Stillwater  River  two  miles 
northeast  of  Absarokee.  In  meeting  with  Mrs.  Thompson,  I  explained  the  project  as  initially 
discussed  during  the  preliminary  field  review  proposed  locating  the  new  structure  upstream 
from  the  existing  bridge;  however,  recently  the  County  Commissioners  had  notified  us  that 
they  had  received  word  from  both  property  owners  involved,  Mrs.  Thompson  and  Mr.  & 
Mrs.  Barron,  that  the  location  would  be  unacceptable  to  the  Barrons  as  it  crossed  through  one 
of  their  pasture  areas.  In  discussing  mis  project  with  Mrs.  Thompson,  I  explained  that 
constructing  the  new  bridge  at  the  existing  site  would  have  an  impact  on  her  residence 
because  of  the  amount  of  fill  required  on  the  new  bridge  east  approach  and  the  approach  to 
the  new  highway. 

Mrs.  Thompson  acknowledged  the  fact  that  the  existing  bridge  needs  to  be  replaced  and  that 
the  amount  of  traffic  has  increased  tremendously  over  the  years,  not  only  in  numbers  of 
vehicles  but  in  sizes  of  vehicles.  In  discussing  the  project  with  Mrs.  Thompson,  I  explained 
that  reconstructing  the  bridge  at  the  existing  location  will  have  a  serious  effect  on  her 
residence  in  that  the  toe  of  the  embankment  section  would,  in  all  probability,  go  through  her 
living  room  which  the  Department  would  have  to  then  purchase  her  house  and  possibly  part 
of  her  property  prior  to  the  construction.  While  talking  with  Mrs.  Thompson  about  the 
project  in  general,  I  asked  her  how  much  property  she  owned;  she  indicated  a  total  of  4.3 
acres.  In  looking  at  her  property,  there  would  be  a  possibility  of  relocating  the  structure  to 
a  point  on  the  northern  half  of  her  property  which  may  be  another  alternative.  There  are  no 
other  residences  involved  in  that  immediate  area. 

Mrs.  Thompson  indicated  that  she  would  give  her  support  to  the  project;  however,  in  order 
of  priority,  she  felt  that  the  following  were  her  thoughts  regarding  acquisition  of  part  or  all 
of  her  property: 

1 .  She  would  be  most  receptive  to  a  total  purchase  of  her  property  in  the  amount 
of  4.3  acres. 

2.  She  would  support  the  relocation  to  the  back  half  of  her  property,  however 
she  would  still  be  desirous  of  a  total  take  on  her  property  in  this  situation. 
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3.         She  indicated  she  would  not  stop  the  project  at  the  present  time. 

In  continuing  our  discussion.  I  explained  briefly  in  an  outline  format  that  the  Department 
bases  the  appraisals  for  the  acquisition  of  properties  based  on  local  current  market  values, 
and  that  in  addition  to  purchasing  of  a  residence,  the  Department  has  a  relocation  assistance 
program.  She  requested  that  I  send  her  information  pertaining  to  both  subjects,  which  is  in 
process. 

As  pan  of  our  discussion  of  the  amount  of  property  the  Department  would  purchase  with 
respect  to  this  project,  I  explained  to  Mrs.  Thompson  that  the  Department  only  purchases  that 
portion  of  the  land  necessary  for  the  project,  and  that  the  only  reason  a  total  take  on  a  parcel 
is  made  by  the  Department  is  if  it  is  considered  that  there  is  an  uneconomical  remnant  left 
for  the  property  owner.  I  explained  that  I  could  not  make  the  decision  regarding  how  much 
of  the  property  would  be  purchased  by  the  State  but  that  1  would  relay  her  desires  to  you. 

I  discussed  with  Mrs.  Thompson  that  I  would  like  to  give  her  an  opportunity  to  evaluate  our 
discussion  and  requested  that  she  write  to  us  on  or  before  January  25  and  outline  her 
priorities  on  how  she  views  the  project  with  respect  to  the  acquisition  of  her  residence.  I  left 
a  list  of  the  three  items  previously  identified  above  with  Mrs.  Thompson  which  we  discussed 
and  reiterated  several  times  through  the  conversation. 


•*»' 


Mr.  Thompson  thanked  me  for  stopping  out  and  visiting  her.  She  felt  the  conversation  was 
very  informative  and  very  beneficial  to  her  in  analyzing  the  decisions  that  she  must  make 
pertaining  to  this  project. 

In  summary.  I  fee!  that  Mrs.  Thompson  will  be  cooperative  regarding  this  project,  but  that 
will  depend  upon  the  decisions  made  pertaining  to  whether  or  not  the  Department  elects  to 
purchase  her  total  property  or  only  the  amount  necessary  for  the  project.  I  would  expect 
some  resistance  from  Mrs.  Thompson  in  the  event  that  the  Department  elects  to  purchase 
only  a  portion  of  the  property.  She  indicated  to  me  that  she  does  not  want  to  be  bothered 
with  nor  have  the  responsibility  for  disposal  of  the  remaining  portion  of  property  should  the 
Department  elect  to  purchase  only  that  amount  property  necessary  for  the  project.  One  of 
the  items  that  Mrs.  Thompson  did  mention  pertaining  to  the  total  take  of  her  property  would 
be  that  the  remaining  portion  of  the  property  not  utilized  for  the  project  could  be  utilized  for 
a  fishing  access  site.  I  explained  to  Mrs.  Thompson  that  this  cannot  be  a  consideration  with 
respect  to  the  Department  of  Transportation  as  it  affects  this  project,  but  that  I  would  mention 
it  to  you  as  part  of  my  report. 

I  felt  that  the  meeting  was  very  positive  from  the  standpoint  that  Mrs.  Thompson  is  basically 
in  favor  of  the  project,  however,  some  of  the  main  questions  and  concerns  she  has  pertains 
to  the  amount  of  property  that  would  be  purchased  by  the  Department  for  the  project. 
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January  22,  1993 


Betty  Thompson 

Route  1,  P.O.  Dox  2896 

Absarokee,  MT  59001 


Subject:  BH  9048(1 1)  -  C.N.  2295 

Stillwater  River-Northeast  of  Absarokee 


1  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  have  Mr.  Weed  visit  with  you  on  l-'ridav 
regarding  the  proposed  reconstruction  of  the  bridge  adjacent  to  your  properly.  Because  of 
the  expressed  concerns  regarding  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  bridge  upstream  and  crossing 
a  segment  of  the  Barron's  pasture,  the  Department  will  consider  additional  alter  natives  for 
location  of  the  new  structure  to  a  point  either  at  or  closer  In  the  existing  bridge  site.  One 
of  the  of  the  original  reasons  for  considering  the  location  further  upstream  from  the  existing 
bridge  site  was  that  the  location  has  no  impacts  to  local  residences. 

Mr.  Weed  indicated  to  me  that  during  his  discussion  with  you.  he  felt  it  would  be 
advantageous  for  you  to  be  able  to  consider  your  conversation  and  the  effects  of  the  project 
on  your  property  before  making  a  definite  commitment  pertaining  to  the  support  of  this 
project.  He  indicated  that  you  would  be  writing  a  letter  to  the  Department  later  this  month 
identifying  your  thoughts  and  feelings  regarding  your  suppoit  for  this  project  and  expressing 
your  concerns  to  the  Department  pertaining  to  the  acquisition  of  pait  or  all  of  your  properly. 

We  are  enclosing  a  pamphlet  and  brochure  pertaining  In  acquisition  of  private  property  by 
the  Department  and  other  information  as  it  pertains  lo  relocation  assistance. 

Please  contact  me  or  Richard  Weed  at  252-4138  if  you  have  any  questions  with  leganl  lo  this 
project  as  it  may  affect  your  home  and  property. 


IjtOY  R.  VENTURA,  JR..1\E. 

BILLINGS  DISTRICT  ENGINEER 
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Roy  R.  Ventura,  Jr.  P.E. 
Billings  District  Engineer 
Highways  revision 
P.O.  nOx?0|37 

Billings,  Montana  59104-0437 

Dear  Sir: 
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I  have  scarcely  slept  a  wink  since  all  this  business  came  up  about  tearing  into  my  place  to 
replace  "The  Riverside  Inn  Bridge".  I  can't  imagine  why  you  would  want  to  destroy  my 
home  when  you  have  so  many  other  options.  My  children  (?)  are  having  fits  ah>ut  it.  Mr. 
Weed  Proposed  I  answer  the  three  following  questions: 

H  Most  re  ••ptive  to  total  purchase  of  4.3  acres.  My  an-.— er:  1  am  nor  recepdv*  to  ssjlinfi 
any  part  of  my  home  or  land.  Also,  in  reading  your  infoi- nation  on  the  Absarokcc  - 
Columbus  "Public  Scoping  Meeting"  held  on  January  21  st,  19!'\  1  notice  on  p.*'*-  3, 
"Historic  Properties"  ,  that  you  hnve  discussions  about  tluce  his'onc  shrs  which  iu-'Iude 
THE  RIVERSIDE  INN".  I  want  you  to  know  that  my  house  is  p'ttion  of  the  original 
Inn.  The  barn  across  the  road  was  a  Iaier  stnictu<c  and  it  v.  :\<  used  for  l>;"n  ti  »n:*cs  :ut 
never  in  any  situation,  except  as  operated,  with  niy  house.  'I  hat  barn  was  a  v«*iy  small  pmt 
of  the  "THE  RIVERSIDE  INN'  operation.  Your  dep?tn.ir.ii  should  consider  my  Imus'  a* 
a  historical  site  much  more  significant  than  just  the  barn 

2)  Would  support  relocation  to  back  1/2  probity?  My  answei    No  I  would  not.  fiir  a 
whole  lot  of  leasons.  The  house  is  a  snucture  of  anci«ni  logs  r>..,i  frame  and  I  have  lx:<  u 
toI<l  that  it  would  fall  apart  if  anyone  tried  to  move  it.  I  hnve  akobecn  told  it  is  unlikely 
that  I  could  get  a  septic  permit.  Relocation,  if  I  can't  move  my  Ik>"*\  means  building  a 
new  house  and  die  last  thing  in  the  world  I  want  is  a  new  house.  Ask  Mr.  Weed  and  I 
think  he  will  tell  you  my  home  is  beautiful  and  I  have  tastefully  decorated  it  with  all  kinds 
of  antiques  to  match.  I  worked  with  antiques  all  my  life;  you  rouldn't  do  Miis  with  any 
kind  of  modernistic  house. 

3)  Would  not  stop  the  project?  My  answer:  I  don't  like  this  question  in  it's  present  form. 
It  makes  it  sound  like  my  option  is  the  'only  option'  and  that  just  is  not  true.  If  there's  any 
doubt  about  my  feeling  regarding  the  option  of  tearing  through  my  place  I  will  make  it  as 
clear  as  I  can  -  the  answer  is  "NO".  If  you  insist  on  condemning  my  little  home  you  will 
force  me  to  do  everything  I  have  to  do  to  prevent  it 


Yours  truly, 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


>Q  Sox  201001 
leie'ia  M~59cl 


January  29,  1993 
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Mary  Ellen  McDonald,  Administrative  Assistant 

Parks  Division 

Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  St  Parks 

14  20  East  Sixth  Avenue 

Helena,  MT   59620 

Subject:   BR  9048  (11) 

Stillwater  River  -  2  Miles  NE  of  Absarokee 
P.M.S.  C#2295 

-Information  -is  requested  from  the  MDFW&P 's  Parks  Division 
for  the  environmental  documentation  of  this  proposed  highway 
project.   Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  Preliminary  Field  Review 
Report  describing  this  proposed  project,  and  a  copy  of  its 
Project  Location  Map. 

Please  indicate  if  the  MDFW&P  has  acquired,  or  plans  to 
acquire  lands  that  may  be  affected  by  this  project.   Also, 
indicate  whether  such  lands  may  have  present  or  planned 
usage  as  defined  by  Section  4(f)  of  the  1966  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  (49  D.S.C.  3  03) .   These  include  lands 
that  are  part  of  a  publicly-owned  significant  national, 
state  or  local  park,  wildlife  refuge,  or  recreation  area. 

Also,  please  indicate  whether  any  lands  in  the  project 
vicinity  have  been  purchased,  and/or  are  administered  for 
recreational  purposes  under  Section  6(f)  of  the  National 
Land  &  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  (16  U.S.C.  460) . 

Statements  on  these  matters  will  result,  if  necessary,  in 
further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize 
potential  project  impacts.   If  no  reply  is  received  within 
ninety  (9  0)  calendar  days,  we  will  assume   the  MDFW&P 's 
Parks  Division  has  no  concerns  about  this  proposed  project. 
If  there  are  any  questions,  please  contact  the  Environmental 
&  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau  at  444-7632. 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
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April    20,     1993  ^,xV" 

Ms.  Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Unit 
Dept.  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect 
Helena,  MT    59620 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 

RE:   BR  9048  (11) 

Stillwater  River  -  2  Miles  NE  of  Absarokee 
P.M.S.  C#2295 

We  have  reviewed  your  above-mentioned  proposed  project  for  highway 
widening  and  bridge  rehabilitation. 

The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  knows  of  no  Section  6(f) 
of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  or  Section  4(f)  of  the 
19  66  Department  of  Transportation  Act  impacts  which  would  occur  as 
a  result  of  the  proposed  bridge  rehabilitation  project. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  We  appreciate  your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 


-r?/^  hMt^ykJL*.~Jf 


MARY  ELLEN  McDONALD 
Program  Officer 
Operations  Bureau 
Parks  Division 

cc:   Dick  Ellis 

Ray  Berntsen 
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Stillwater  County  Commissioners 

P.O.  BOX  147  ■•■■appjnj 
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Subject:  BR  9048(11)  -  C.N.  2295 

Stillwater  River -2  Miles  Northeast  of  Absarokee 


^ 


As  discussed  during  our  March  18th  meeting  pertaining  to  the  reconstruction  of  the  bridge 
2  miles  northeast  of  Absarokee,  the  decision  to  reconstruct  this  bridge  as  opposed  to 
reconstruction  of  the  Johnson  Bridge  is  based  on  the  result  of  the  bridge  inspections 
conducted  by  the  Department  and  review  of  the  resultant  inspection  information. 

Bridge  inspections  are  conducted  by  the  Department  at  two-year  intervals  for  all  bridges. 
The  results  of  the  Department  bridge  inspections  are  evaluated  using  the  Department's  Bridge 
Serviceability  Inspection  Report  including  a  physical  inspection  of  bridges,  taking  into 
account  such  items  as  deck  condition,  superstructure  and  substructure  condition,  and  all 
supporting  foundation  elements.  The  results  of  the  field  inspections  are  tabulated  on  the 
Serviceability  Report  to  determine  the  overall  rating  given  a  bridge. 

This  same  process  was  used  in  inspecting  the  bridge  2  miles  northeast  of  Absarokee.  The 
result  of  the  inspections  and  processing  the  data  through  the  Bridge  Serviceability  forms 
indicated  that  the  bridge  2  miles  northeast  of  Absarokee  was  eligible  for  replacement  and  that 
the  Johnson  Bridge  did  not  meet  the  criteria  for  replacement  at  this  time. 

The  Department  did  review  the  proposal  made  at  the  meeting  of  February  10  to  relocate  the 
bridge  approximately  0.3  of  a  mile  downstream  from  the  existing  bridge  site  as  well  as 
utilizing  the  existing  crossing  site.  Relocating  the  bridge  site  0.3  of  a  mile  downstream  v/ill 
add  approximately  50  feet  of  bridge  length  and  will  require  two  new  bridge  approach  roads, 
one  600  feet  in  length  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  and  one  1 ,000  feet  in  length  on  the  north 
side  of  the  river.  The  existing  road  on  the  north  side  of  the  river  is  a  private  road,  therefore 
this  site  would  require  extensive  right-of-way  acquisition. 
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Stillwater  County  Commissioners 
April  12,  1993  ' 
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With  both  the  State  and  Federal  funding  available  for  this  project,  we  would  expect  the 
federal  funding  would  cover  approximately  a  total  of  600  lineal  feet  of  approach  road  and 
resultant  right-of-way  acquisition.  This  is  the  length  of  road  approach  required  either  at  the 
existing  site  or  the  original  proposed  site  on  the  Barron  property.  This  would  require  that 
the  County  finance  the  additional  1.000  feet  of  roadway  and  resultant  right-of-way 
acquisition. 

The  existing  bridge  site  location  presents  a  separate  set  of  unique  circumstances  which  have 
been  previously  discussed  and  could  be  summarized  as  follows: 

1 .  The  new  width  of  the  proposed  structure  and  road  approaches  would  have  a 
severe  impact  on  the  Thompson  residence  and  the  Barron's  red  barn. 

2.  The  relative  location  of  the  irrigation  ditches  and  the  steepness  of  the  road 
approach  section  would  be  less  than  desirable. 

3.  The  location  of  the  bridge  approach  section  to  Hwy.  78  would  be  on  a  curved 
section,  which  again  is  less  than  a  desirable  situation. 


■*&* 


We  concur  with  the  decision  to  pursue  relocating  the  structure  upstream  approximately  400 
feet  as  the  most  viable  location  for  this  bridge  site.  This  would  require  appropriate  access 
to  the  current  land  owners  to  provide  one  animal  access  stockpass.  two  farm  field 
approaches,  and  one  irrigation  ditch  crossing  to  provide  animal  access  to  the  area 
immediately  west  of  the  barn  and  adjacent  to  the  river  frontage. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  County  Commissioners  will  contact  the  appropriate 
landowners  regarding  the  final  decision  pertaining  to  the  bridge  site  location  400  feet 
upstream  from  the  existing  bridge  site.  The  Department  will  withhold  initiation  of  any 
survey  activities  on  the  project  until  you  have  had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the  project  with 
the  landowners. 

Please  notify  our  office  following  your  discussion  with  the  landowners  so  that  we  may  initiate 
surveying  activities  as  time  and  personnel  permit.  I  would  be  interested  in  knowing  of  any 
comments  received  during  your  discussions  of  this  project  with  the  adjoining  landowners. 

Please  contact  me  if  you  have  any  further  questions  pertaining  to  this  bridge  site  location. 


ROT  R.  VENTURA.  JR.^P.E. 
BILLINGS  DISTRICT  ENGINEER 


RRV:REW:WK:PRE:120 
be.        Richard  E.  Weed 
Engineering  File 

District  File 
Bob  Scherting 


Kooer  '■••/.  Brjqqg  -  P.O.  Box  1  0 1  5  -  Laurel .  Montana  5904^-  1 0  S  5  Ph.  ■:  406)  62d-  •  2v2 

July  2.  1  996 

MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

P.  0.  Box  20437 

B'iliings,  Montana  59104  -  0437 

Attention:  Mr.  Richard  E.  Weed,  P.E. 

Reference.    Project    BR9Q48  (1  1)  -  CH2295  Stillwater  Bridge 

2  Miles  N.E.  of  Absarokee,  Stillwater  County.  Montana 

Dear  Mr.  Weed, 

Thank  you  for  your  discussion  relating  to  the  project  on  5/24/96- and 
for  providing  the  "Preliminary"  drawing  with  "right -of -way"  indicated  for 
the  north  river  shore  pan  of  the  project. 

Betty  Gleson  a s k e d  rn e  t o  i n elude  the  foil o w i  n q  i  n f o r rn a t i  o n  re  1  a 1 1 n q 
to  the  reservoir  near  Station   POT  10  =  00.000:    Historically,  this  was  a 
soring  fed,  cat- tail  in  Tested  wetland  swam  p.   It  was  "improved"  over  time 
into  a  defined  reservoir,  as  shown  in  the  drawing.  The  spring  has  failed  in 
recent  years,  so  irrigation  ditch  water  is  used  for  the  fill,  and  the 
effluent  is  the  source  of  irrigation  and  stock  water  to  the  Miller 
properties  and  operations  in  two  sections  north  of  the  Still  water  River 

For  my  own  account  relating  to  the  Roper  W.  Shops  Trust  Property, 
defined  as  Riverside  Subdivision,  Lot  1: 

I  only  discussed  our  "irreplaceable  out-house"  with  you  when  we 
were  together.   When  I  was  at  the  cabin  on  6/23/96  to  take  the  pictures 
you  suggested  be  sent  to  you,  I  examined  more  closely  the  ramifications 
involved  in  extending  the  road  right-of-way  by  30  feet  on  the  south  side 
of  the  existing  roadway. 

Using  original  1932  plat  information  with  some  close  measuring  of 
the  cockeyed  layout  that  has  developed  over  the  years.  I've  made  a  sketch 
indicating  damages  I'd  anticipate  with  the  30  foot  extension  through  this 
property  (photocopy  attached).  The  damages  would  include: 


CV.,1 


~r  W.  Bnogs  -  p.O.  Box  1  015  -  Laurel    Montana  5904^1-  1  Qi  5  Ph.  (  ^06"'  626-  7292 

Mr.  Ri  chord  E.  Weed,,  paoe  2.  7/2/96 

ence:    Project    BR9048  (11)  -  CN2295  Stillwater  Bridge 

1.  Loss  of  the  only  "Household  Water  Well". 

(Water  Right  *43-C025727-00  of  1975   for  15  6PM.) 

2.  Loss  of  the  "Irreplaceable  Out-House"  as  discussed  earlier.  (Both 
flood-plain  and  sanitation  regulations  involved  here.) 

y  Loss  of  a  small  "Guest  House",  which  is  "Irreplaceable"  under  the 
current  flood-plain  regulations,  and  which  is  the  only  "permanent 
building"  built  to  expand  the  existing  single  bedroom  cabin  on  the 
property.  (Same  regs  make  the  cabin  unexpandable.) 

J.   Of  lesser  importance,  the  loss  of  four  (4)  unique  stone  and 
concrete  (2'  x  2'  top)  posts  on  the  north  property  line. 

].  Of  lesser  importance,  the  loss  of  a  1996  Lilac  Hedge  (52  '  long). 

:<.  Of  lesser  importance,  the  loss  of  nine  1996  transplated  Red 
Doowood  Bushes. 


w  m  t  p  r 


jn  taking  pictures  as  14 ou  suggested,  I  used  red  topped  survey  pins, 
so  seed  at  3  foot  centers  to  indicate  a  scale  in  the  pictures.  Each  of  the 
pictures  has  a  legend  of  the  picture's  content  noted  on  its  back. 

Mr  Weed,  you  had  your  pencil  point  on  Station  10  +  75.S76  when  you 
commented  that  there  was  "a  possibility  that  the  proiect  could  be  started 
a T.  s o m e  p o i n t  f a rt h e r  e a s t "  d u r i n g  o u r  d i s c u s s i o n .   If  t h at " p o s s i b i  1  i t y " 
were  to  be  come  the  reality.,  start] no  at  10  +  75.878.  it  would  certain!" 
provide  a  cure  of  all  of  my  problems,  and  would  qo  a  loncj  wau  toward 
cunno  the  most  contentious  of  Betty  01  e son's  problems  with  the  present 
"preliminary  plans". 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Weed,  for  your  courtesy  and  your  consideration. 


Roger  W.  tiriggs 


77* 


Photograph  descriptions  follow 
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ANA  DE?T- °FD^fWAPnn,  -  Pn    Rnv  ,n,5  -  U„r,l    Mf,nt,r„  59Q44-.ms   Ph    <  406;  H^H 

$.  ^qntana  Mr.  Richard  E.  Weed,   pane  3.  7/2/96 

Reference:    Protect    6R9048  (1  1)  -  CN2295  Stillwater  Bridge 

Photographs  taken  6/25796  depicting  item?  of  potential  loss  damages 
located  betvveen  Station  POT  10  +  00.000  and  Station  PC    10  +  75.87S~on 
the  north  side  of  the  Stillwater  River: 

Roger  W.  Bnggs  Trust  property 
Riverside  Subdivision,  Lot  1 
Stillwater  County,  Montana 

Photograph  *l     General  view  from  the  existing  road. 

#2    Shows  relationship  of  Out-house,  Guest  House,  Lilac 
Hedge,  and  transplanted  Red  Dog  Wood  bushes. 

#3    Shows  Out-house  related  to  scale  stakes,  and  locates  Dog 
Woods  and  Hedge  row. 

*4    Different  vies/of  same  as  in  #3. 

*5    South  view  from  road  of  Gut-house,  Gate  Posts,  and 
h  e  d  i~>  e  s . 

*6    Out -house  and  3  staked  Don  wonrfs 

*7    Gut-house  as  related  to  the  trailer. 

#J3     Guest  House,  Well  head  (submersible  pump)  and  yard  valve. 

*9    Same  as  #6  but  with  vague  red  topped  scale  stakes. 

*10  Same  as  #8  plus  west  Gate  Post. 

*M  1  East  Gate  Post,  which  is  typical  of  4  posts. 

*12  View  of  Dog  Wood  row  and  new  Lilac  planted  mound  row. 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION"" 
Billings  District 


Memorandum 


To: 

From: 

Date: 
Subject: 


Ronald  E.  Williams,  P.E. 
Road  Design  Enginee; 


Richard  E.  Weed,  P.l 

District  Engineering  Services  Engineer-Billings 

August  19,  1996 

BR  9048(11)  -  C.N.  2295 

Stillwater  River  Bridge-3  km  Northeast  of  Absarokee 


I  recently  met  with  Mr.  Roger  Briggs  who  owns  a  summer  home  left  of  Station  10+40 
on  the  Stillwater  River  Bridge  project  northeast  of  Absarokee.   Mr.  Briggs  is  concerned 
that  this  project  will  affect  his  outhouse  on  his  property.   In  the  event  the  outhouse  is 
affected,  it  could  not  be  reconstructed  or  relocated.    Enclosed  are  several  photographs 
supplied  by  Mr.  Briggs  of  the  outhouse,  showing  its  relative  location  to  the  existing 
roadway. 

In  the  event  that  the  current  alignment  for  this  project  is  as  shown  on  the  plans,  the 
District  recommends  the  following  two  alternatives  to  avoid  Mr.  Briggs'  property. 

1.  Adjust  the  right-of-way  width  to  taper  from  Station  10+75.8  to  the  beginning  of 
the  project  at  Station  10+00.    This  should  effectively  miss  the  outhouse  by 
approximately  5  m  or  less. 

2.  Begin  the  project  at  Station  10+75.878,  the  PC  of  the  curve.    It  appears  that  this 
point  lines  up  with  the  centerline  of  the  existing  road,  in  which  case  the  existing 
right-of-way  could  taper  into  the  proposed  right-of-way  at  this  same  point. 

The  preferred  alternative  would  be  the  second,  wherein  the  project  begins  at  Station 
10+75.878. 

Please  contact  me  at  (406)252-4138  if  you  have  any  questions  pertaining  to  these 
recommendations . 


REW:WK:PRE:23 

Enclosures  -  Photos  and  Narrative 

C.         Roger  Briggs   .•  /l.o. 

Ed  Larson  ^  w/enc. 

Kevin  McCray  /l.o. 

Richard  Weed  /l.o. 

Engineering  File  /l.o. 


Date  Recci  Pr^constg,^,^ 
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2701  Prospect  Avenue 
PO  Box  201001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 


j    Montana  Department 
i    of  Transportation 

Environmental  Services 


April    29,     1998 


Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality    (DEQ) 
Lee   Metcalf    Building 
1520    East    6th  Avenue 
P.O.    Box    200901 
Helena,    MT      59620-0901 

Attention:       Jan    P.    Sensibaugh,    Administrator 
Permitting    &    Compliance    Division 

Subject:  BR    9048(11) 

STILLWATER   R-NE   ABSAROKE 
(P.M.S.    C#2295) 


Marc  Racicot,  Governor 


T 


-    3 


The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  is  requesting  information 
from  the  DEQ  for  the  environmental  documentation  on  this  proposed  project.  Attached 
are  copies  of  its  Scope-of-Work  Report,  and  Location  Map.  This  proposed  project  is 
currently  scheduled  to  be  "Ready"  by  December,  1998  for  "letting"  to  contract. 


Please  indicate  if  the  DEQ  has  any  waterbodies  (i.e.:  streams  and/or  lakes)  listed  on  the 
;  305(b)  report  published-for  the  State  OF  MONTANA  that  may  be  affected  by  this 

proposed  project.  Also,  please  indicate  whether  such  streams  or  lakes  are  designated  as 
;  "water  quality  limited"  and  are  in  need  of  a  Total  Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL) 
j  development.  Please  also  identify  what  parameters  are  present  that  may  be  limiting  water 

quality  in  the  waterbody  if  it  will  be  affected  by  this  proposed  project. 

i 
i 

Please  also  add  any  pertinent  information  available  at  this  time  from  DEQ  that  would  be 
useful  for  MDT  in  the  development  of  this  proposed  project's  design  and  preparation  of  its 
environmental  documentation.  This  information  may  include  stream  classifications  in  this 
proposed  project's  vicinity,  wetlands,  unique  "problems"  and/or  items  of  concern, 
j  management  goals,  etc.  Statements  on  these  matters  will  result,  if  necessary,  in  further 
I  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  If  no  written 
response  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days,  it  will  then  be  assumed  that  the 
DEQ  has  no  concerns  about  this  proposed  project. 


An  Equal  Opportunity  E~Dloyet 


Jan  P.  Sensibaugh 

Page  2 

April  -29,  1998 


If  there  are  any  questions,  please  contact  this  office  at  extension  7224. 


i^jTr?^^^ 


Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chr 
Environmental  Services 


JMM:KMH:asj : [U: \WP8 . 0\2295\DEQ-P&C .REQ.WPD] 

Attachments 

CC        Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT  Environmental  Services  Manager 
Bonnie  K.  Lovelace,  Chief  -  DEQ  v;azer  Proreciion  Bureau 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  BRW  ?rc;ect  Manager 
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Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


April  5,  1999 


Lincoln  Powers 

Box  847 

Absarokee,  Montana  59001 


2~01  Prosper  -'.■:■-  .-. 
PO  Bex  201001 
Helens  MT  595 '■•"-mo  > 

RECEIVED 

APR  0  6  1999 

cMVlDnWMFMTfil 


MASlhR  FILE 

MdrcfaejeguGoverno 


Subject:     BR  9048(11) 

Stillwater  R  -  NE  of  Absarokee 
Bridge  Adoption 


u>  .he  ^-^ffl^ss^srsr A  hold  hannIess  c[ause  is  con^d 

ptiX'aHo'15'000  ""'  ^  m3de  aVa"ab,e  <°  *»  ^  3°  <*•  "-V-,  .he  hndge  fr„m  ft. 

or  removed.  ^  need  t0  know  whether  y°u  want  the  deck  left  intact 

the  Agreements  are  s.gned  by  our  Admnustrator,  a  copy  will  be  returned  to  yo^d  Ae  Coun^ 


If  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns,  please  call  me  at  (406)  444-6260. 


//V^>t^>, 


'JosepTi  P.  Kolman,  P.E. 
Bridge  Engineer 

Enclosure 
JPK:mmb/ltrd04059 


cc: 


Bruce  Barrett 
Joel  Marshik 
Tim  Reardon 
Dave  Jensenl 
Tom  Martin 


Robert  Tholt 

Craig  Genzlinger 

Stillwater  County  Commissioners 

File 


County  of  Stillwater 

STATE  OF  MONTANA 

^ci-c£7Sy^ATER  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
RECEIVED  BOX970 

APR  2  7  1999     columbus,  Montana  59fjHfaf™ 

•=M\/lRr>NMENTA»  COPY 
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April  23,  1999 


Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Attention:  Karl  M.  Helvik,  Engineering  Bureau  Chief 

MDT  Environmental  Services 

PO  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

RE:      BR  9048  (1 1)  Stillwater  R-NE  Absarokee  (P.M.S.  C#2295) 

BR  9040  (14)  Yellowstone  R  W  of  Roodpoint  (P.MS.  Cftai77) 

Mr.  Art  Jacobson  contacted  our  office  to  insure  comments  were  made  about  the  Rough  Draft 
documents  for  the  Environmental  Documents  for  both  of  the  referenced  bridge  projects  in 
Stillwater  County. 

The  Planning  Staff  and  Stillwater  County  Road  Department  have  reviewed  the  documents  and  did 
not  have  comment  regarding  the  information.  They  did  not  have  concern  for  the  information 
provided  and  we  would  not  offer  comments  at  this  time. 

Other  projects  in  the  immediate  area  are  not  going  on.  We  have  none  in  the  Reedpoint  area  and 
only  would  note  the  Sheep  Creek  bridge  in  the  town  of  Absarokee  which  is  in  the  planning  and 
design  stages  and  has  been  referenced. 

We  appreciate  the  efforts  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation. 

Sincerely, 


Charles  E.  Egan 

County  Commission,  Stillwater  County 


cc:        Linda  Lang,  Stillwater  County  Planning  Department, 
Jack  Knorr,  Stillwater  County  Road  Department 


Yk&b^o  Utor  4J23f^  -Ui- 


Phone  (406)  322-4546  or  (406)  322  4392 


e-mail  Commish@wtp.net 


FAX  (406)  322-4698 


Stillwater  River  Bridge                                                                                                                  BR   9048(11)     (p.m.s.c#2295i 
NE  of  Absarokee Environmental  Assessment 

Appendix  C 

Informational  Meetings 

(in  ascending  chronological  order) 
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(Control   £<r»33.) 

Held   on    (date/ti/te)  :       January  213r,    -993/ 


$2.  ?<?H3 


Location: 
Interviewed  by: 


Old  School  Gymnasium,  AbsaroJcee 


d  0  /a. O 
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Commenter   Name: 
Affiliation: 

Mailing  Address:  £}q  )(        3    1") 
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§^0    *  I   M         of  Transportation 


Highway  Oi?isioa 

P.O.  BOX  20437 

milKS    HT  59104-0437 


DATE:     Septeaber  24,  1993 

OWES:       Miller  Ranch  Inc. 
Rt  1  3o:  55 
Absarokee,  Xt  59001 

PROJECT:       3R  9048(ll)-a  2295 

Stillwater  River-2  Miles  .YE  of  Absarokee 

WlS»^^™J?SP,?,?"  reS?eCtfnlly  reqQeSt5  70Qr  ^3issi"  t0  «*  o«o  the 

re. owing  desc.med  property  of  which  700  are  the  record  owner: 

Lwf'  S-S'NE;  lraceti0Vf  Lot  7  3ection  30'Twp  3  3o^< »«« »  -? 

E%SE1.  FHactxon  of  SE*  So  of  H¥Y  Section  31.1  Twp.  3  South,  Range  19  S 

If  the  above  described  property  is  in  physical  possession  of  soaeone  otae'  :han  voq  snrh  as  ,  !,<-=< 

,J   J,    k  °7e-  If  7°Q  ''ish  t0  add  ia?  «»""  or  conditions  please  write 

the*  :n  tne  space  above  your  signature  or  attach  a  senaraf  shee'  of  oaDpr  it  w=\  3™   " 

any  questions  concerning  this  project,  feel  free  to  conta  t    a":  E?   d  D      nc*  .^ 
Services  Sapemior.  at  252-4138.  Thank  yon  for  your  cooperation.  Eng.Me.ng 
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BILLINGS  dlimc:  ENGINEER 


Penissin  is  hereby  granted  for  the  employees  of  the  Montana  Denartaent  of"r^orcatio7in7for"" 
consul tants  eaployed  by  the  Montana  Departaent  of  Transportation' to  enter    n'^     op    ti    a:     in 
iliwater  County,  Montana,  to  perfora  the  work  described  above  in  connection  litl   he"    re  y 

eenng  acrimies  on  the  proposed  highway  project  shown  above.    By  granrin     e  as  so         a  not 

v    ?nf  Ve?3l>nght  t0  rfiC076r  f°r  ,CtMl  d"a?eS'  if  ^  ^  <««  should 
conveying  ,ny  :„«  wnatever  m  the  property  except  for  the  permission  specifically  sei  forth  above 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Billings  District 


Memorandum 


To:  Kevin  McCray,  P.E. 

Bridge  Area  Engineer 

From:  William  Wandersee,  P.E. 

District  Design  Supervisor-Billings 

Date:  August  20,  1997 

Subject:  BR  9048(1 1)  -  C.N.  2295 

Stillwater  River-NE  of  Absarokee 


A  me^tm*  was  held  August  15,  1997  with  landowners  Alice  Barron  and  daughter  Wanda 
Wilcox  and  a  friend  of  the  owner,  Wayne  Hertzler.  Bruce  Barrett,  Richard  Weed  and  I 
represented  the  Department  of  Transportation.  Chuck  Egan  represented  the  Stillwater  County 
Commissioners. 

The  intent  of  the  meeting  was  to  explain  two  options  for  horse  passage:   1)  use  of  a  box  culvert 
or  2)  an  additional  span  in  the  bridge. 

Alice  and  Wanda  preferred  the  additional  span  in  the  bridge  for  horse  rider  safety.  They  had 
concerns  about  clearances,  high  water  level,  ice,  and  access  to  and  from  the  span  under  the 
crossing. 

Culverts  over  the  irrisation  canal  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway  will  be  required  for  the  horse/ 
equipment  road.  A  12  ft.  top  width  2raveled  horse/equipment  roadway  was  considered 
adequate  for  this  routing  of  horses  and  equipment  (irrigation  maintenance  power  shovel  and 
trucks). 

Two  <>ated  24  ft.  approaches  -  one  either  side  of  the  road  near  the  intersection  to  the 
Columbus-Absarokee  road  -  will  be  needed  for  a  large  farm  equipment  crossing.  They  would 
also  serve  for  a  horse  crossing  occasionally  if  high  water  or  icing  prevented  the  use  of  the  span. 

The  intersection  with  the  Columbus-Absarokee  road  should  have  radii  to  allow  semi  trucks 
with  pup  trailers  to  navigate  the  intersection  (50  ft.  radii?). 

The  County  will  add  a  4  ft.  x  8  ft.  culvert  at  the  canal  crossing  on  the  existing  road  for  safety. 
They  may  reimburse  the  state  for  its  inclusion  in  the  bridge  contract. 

The  area  of  the  fill  slope  near  the  barn  may  be  limiting  in  clearance  (desire  greater  than  30  ft.). 
The  owners  suggested  a  retaining  wall,  shrub  or  tree  barrier  at  the  foot  of  the  slope.  The 
alignment  could  possibly  be  moved  slightly  to  the  west  to  give  clearance  at  the  barn. 

An  irrigation  overflow  may  be  impacted  west  of  the  planned  roadway.  Can  it  be  relocated  to 
the  west? 


# 


Page  2 

August  20,  1997 

Concern  was  expressed  about  horse  and  equipment  traffic  between  land  parcels  during 
construction.  The  means  to  minimize  the  impact  on  their  farming  and  horse  riding  enterprise 
must  be  included  in  the  project  contract. 

The  approximate  locations  for  the  12  ft.  horse/equipment  access  trail  under  the  span,  the  field 
gate  access  approaches,  and  miscellaneous  items  have  been  marked  on  the  attached  partial  site 
plan. 

The  aerial  photo  anc  :ne  list  of  items,  as  essentially  provided  herein,  was  left  with  the  owners 
for  their  consideration.  We  expect  their  comments  within  the  next  two  or  three  weeks. 

We  will  keep  you  informed  regarding  progress  in  this  area. 

bw:t:rd:58 

Attachment 

C.         Engineering  File 
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* 


UEC 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


2701  Prospect  Avenm 

PO  Bo\  2010C1 
Helena  MT  5962G-10; 

f-". 


DEC  181995 


December  8,  1995 


Paul  Putz 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

1410  8th  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  201202 

Helena,  MT     59620-1202 

Subject:  BH  9048(11) 

Stillwater  River  Bridge 
Control  No.  2295 


CONCUR 
MONTA 


^AjLJ^A, 


NE  of  Absarokee 


Attached  is  the  Determination  of  Effect  for  the  above  project.    We  have  determined 
that  the  proposed  project  would  have  No  Adverse  Effect  to  the  Riverside  Inn 
(24ST164)  and  No  Effect  to  the  Roadhouse  Ditch  (24ST206).    We  request  your 
concurrence. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  444-6258. 

Jon  Axhne,  Historian 
Environmental  Services 


sr 

03 
Df 


kL* 


Attachment 

cc:        Bruce  Barrett,  Billings  District  Administrator 
Joseph  Kolman,  P.E.,  Bridge  Engineer 
Carl  Peil,  P.E.,  Preconstruction  Bureau 
Gordon  Stockstad,  Resources  Section 


An  souai  Oppor.ji  ■.  £ ■■ 


CO 


CO 


© 


JAN  1 8 1996 


U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway 
Administration 


Montana  Division 

301  South  Park  Street,  Room  448 

Drawer  10056 

Helena,  Montana  59626-0056 


December  27,  1995 


Claudia  Nissley,  Director 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

730  Simms  Street,  Suite  450 

Golden,  Colorado  80401 


Subject:  BR  9048(11) 

Stillwater  River  -  Northeast  of  Absarokee 
Control  No.  2295 


CONCUR 


JAN  1  1  1996 


Director.  Western  0*f: 


Dear  Ms.  Nissley: 

Enclosed  is  the  Determination  of  Effect  and  SHPO  correspondence  concerning  the  above  project. 
The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  has  determined,  and  the  Montana  SHPO  concurred, 
that  the  proposed  project  would  have  No  Adverse  Effect  to  the  NRHP-eligible  Riverside  Inn 
(24ST164)  in  Stillwater  County,  Montana.  We  request  your  concurrence. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Jon  Axline  at  the  Montana  Department  of 
Transportation.  He  can  be  reached  at  (406)  444-6258. 


Sine 


/ 


Dale  W.  Paulson 
Environmental  Coordinator 


Enclosure 


cc: 

MDT  -  Jon  Axline 


DETERMINATION   OF  EFFECT 

Stillwater  River  -  Northeast  of  Absarokee 

BH  9048(11) 


Introduction 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  intends  to  replace  the  existing 
Stillwater  River  Bridge  with  a  new  structure  approximately  two  miles  northeast  of 
Absarokee  in  Stillwater  County,  Montana.    The  existing  bridge  is  a  single-span  pin- 
connected  Pratt  through  truss  with  two  timber  stringer  approach  spans.    It  was 
constructed  in  1907  by  the  Security  Bridge  Company  of  Billings.    The  main  span  is 
150-feet  long  and  16-feet  wide.    Figure  1  shows  the  location  of  the  bridge 
replacement  project  on  the  Absarokee  USGS  Quadrangle  Map. 

The  Stillwater  River  Bridge  project  would  include  the  construction  of  a  new  24-foot 
wide  prestressed  concrete  bridge  approximately  350-feet  upstream  from  its  existing 
location;  about  3  80-feet  of  new  approach  road  would  be  necessary  to  accommodate 
the  new  structure.    Approximately  eight  acres  of  additional  Right-of-Way  (R/W) 
would  be  required  for  this  project. 

» 

Significant  .-Cultural  Resources 

The  proposed~"project  area  was  inventoried  for  cultural  resources  under  two  separate 
projects.    The  initial  cultural  resource  survey  was  conducted  in  1988  as  part  of  the 
MDT's  Absarokee  -  Columbus  project  [F  78-2(5)27].    Two  historic  sites  were 
identified  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Stillwater  River  Bridge:  the  Riverside  Inn  (24ST164) 
and  the  Roadhouse  Ditch  (24ST206). 

The  Riverside  Inn  was  originally  developed  beginning  in  1907  as  a  working  ranch 
and  resort.    Through  a  number  of  owners,  the  site  became  primarily  identified  as  a 
resort  and  community  gathering  place.    The  site  consists  of  eight  structures  and 
features  that  are  bisected  by  the  existing  county  road.    The  buildings  located  south 
of  the  existing  road  (Structures  5  -  7)  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP)  under  Criteria  A,  B  and  C.    The  buildings  north  of  the  road 
have  been  so  extensively  altered  that  they  do  not  qualify  for  the  NRHP. 

The  Roadhouse  Ditch  was  constructed  in  1893  by  James  Herrington,  who  arrived  in 
the  valley  shortly  after  the  area  was  ceded  from  the  Crow  Reservation.    The  unlined 
ditch  is  eligible  for  the  NRHP  under  Criterion  A  for  its  association  with  the  early 
agricultural  development  of  the  Stillwater  River  Valley.    It  is  also  a  contributing 
component  of  the  NRHP-eligible  Lower  Stillwater  Historic  Irrigation  District. 

A  cultural  resource  survey  for  this  bridge  replacement  project  was  conducted  in 
1993.    The  survey  revealed  no  additional  cultural  resource  sites  within  the 
designated  project  area. 

Project  Impact 

At  the  Riverside  Inn,  the  existing  bridge  would  be  removed  and  the  county  road 
closed.    The  proposed  bridge  would  be  located  about  350-feet  upstream  from  the 


Figure  1.  Map  of  the  proposed  Stillwater  River  Bridge  project  area. 


site.    Approximately  380-feet  of  new  roadway  would  be  constructed  to  accommodate 
the  new  structure.    The  Present  Traveled  Way  (PTW)  would  no  longer  bisect  the 
historic  site.    New  R/W  would  be  required  for  the  proposed  bridge. 

The  proposed  bridge  would  cross  the  Roadhouse  Ditch.    The  ditch  would  not  be 
rechanneled  to  accommodate  the  proposed  bridge  or  approach  road.    There  would  be 
no  alterations  to  the  historic  ditch. 

Project  Effect 

The  proposed  Stillwater  River  Bridge  project  would  have  No  Adverse  Effect  to  the 
Riverside  Inn  (24ST164).    The  project  would  not  result  in  the  destruction  or 
significant  alteration  of  the  historic  property.    The  existing  bridge  is  not  included 
within  the  site's  boundaries  and  the  county  road  would  be  perpetuated  as  a  privately- 
maintained  access.    The  property  would  not  be  neglected  as  a  result  of  the  project, 
nor  would  it  result  in  the  transfer,  lease  or  sale  of  the  historic  site. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  introduce  visual,  audible  or  atmospheric  elements 
that  are  out  of  character  with  the  property.    The  proposed  bridge  and  roadway  would 
be  located  350-feet  west  of  its  existing  location.    The  existing  two-lane  roadway, 
moreover,  is  surfaced  with  gravel  and  the  gravel-surfacing  would  be  perpetuated  on 
the  proposed  two-lane  road  segment. 

The  Riverside  Inn's  historic  association  with  the  county  road  and  river  crossing 
would  be  altered  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  MDT  project.    The  alteration,  however, 
would  not  significantly  detract  from  the  setting  of  the  site.    Although  the  bridge 
would  be  removed,  the  existing  roadway  would  be  perpetuated— albeit  as  a  private 
access  road.    The  Riverside  Inn's  association  with  this  section  of  roadway  would 
remain  intact.    It  would  longer  provide  the  primary  access  to  the  north  of  the  river  at 
that  location.    The  proposed  crossing  would  be  located  within  a  few  hundred  feet  of 
the  old  crossing  and  would  likely  retain  its  association  with  the  Riverside  Inn.    The 
Inn,  moreover,  would  continue  its  function  as  a  small  resort. 

There  would  be  No  Effect  to  the  Roadhouse  Ditch  (24ST206).    The  proposed  bridge 
would  cross  the  ditch,  which  would  not  be  rechanneled  to  accommodate  the  new 
structure.    There  would  be  no  R/W  acquired  from  the  ditch  company  for  the  project 
and  it  would  not  encroach  on  the  ditch  structure  itself.    The  existing  use  of  the  ditch 
would  be  perpetuated. 
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Appendix  E 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 
Printing  Date :  Thursday.  October  2  1997 


INITIAL  ASSESSMENT  FORM  FOR  STRUCTURE 
L481 32000+01 001 

2M  NE  ABSAROKEE 


Page  1 

Form:  bms001web 


General  Location  Data 

District  Code,  Number,  Location  05  Dist  5                       BILLINGS 

County  Code,  Location  :  095  STILLWATER 

Kind  of  Hwy  Code,  Description  :  44  County  Hwy                         "  ■. 

Owner  by  Code,  Description  :  2County  Highway  Agency 
Intersecting  Feature  :  STILLWATER  RIVER      021 

Structure  on  the  State  System  :f~  Structure  on  the  NHS  :P 

Structure  Latitude :  45A32,30"              Longitude : 


Division  Code,  Location  :  51        BILLINGS 
City  Code,  Location  :  00000  RURAL  AREA 
Route  Number: 48132 
Maintained  by  Code,  Location  :  2County  Highway  Agency 

Kilometer  Post  :•  160934 


109A25,06" 


Structure  Rating  &  Posting  Data 
Loading  Data  : 


Design  Loading  Code,  Desc  : 

I 

10  Other  or  Unknown 

Inventory  Load,  Type,  Desc  : 

p  AS  Allowable  Stress 

Operating  Load,  Type,  Desc  : 

UJ 

p  AS  Allowable  Stress 

Posting  Code,  Desc : 

p  20.0-29.9%below 

Rating  Data  : 

Operating 

Inventory           Posting 

Truck  Type  1  : 

-1 

8|                    8 

Truck  Type  2  : 

-1 

12) 

Truck  Type  3  : 

28j                        16j 

Structure  Deck,  Roadway  &  Span  Data 

Structure  Length  :  53.95  M 
Deck  Area  :  238  M  SQ 
Deck  Roadway  Width  :  4.42  M 
Approach  Roadway  Width  :  6.71  M 
Number  of  Main  Spans  :  1 
Number  of  Approach  Spans  :  2 

Structure  Vertical  &  Horizontal  Clearance  Data 

Vertical  Clearance  Over :  4.32  M 

Vertical  Clearance  Under :  0.00  M 


Traffic  Data 

Total  ADT:  100 

Truck  Percent :  3  % 

ADT  Count  Year:  1995 


Structure  Construction  Data 

Construction  Project  Number : 

Construction  Station :  + 
Construction  Drawing  Number :  none 
Construction  Year :  1907 
Reconstruction  Year :  0 


Horizontal  Clearance  Under  Right  :  0.00  M 
Horizontal  Clearance  Under  Left  :  0.00  M 


NBI  Inspection  Data 


(90)  Date  of  Last  Inspection 
(90)  Inspection  Date  : 


Inspection  Due  Date  :  01  November  1997 
Pi 


(91)  Inspection  Fequency  (months)  :24 
Sufficiency  Rating  :         17 
Structure  Status  :  Fuctionally  Obsolete  and  Eligible  for  Rehabilitation 


(67)  Structure  Rating  : 

(58)  Deck  Rating  : 

(59)  Superstructure  Rating 

(60)  Substructure  Rating  : 

Crew  Hours  for  inspection 


m 

m 

f 

(68)  Deck  Geometry 
(72)  App  Rdwy  Align 

(41)  Posting  Status 


(112)Structure  of  NBKength  :  [x] 


x  (36A)  Bridge  Rail  Rating 

(36B)  Transition  Rating 

(36C)  Approacn  Rail  Rating 

(36D)  End  Rail  Rating 

Snooper  Required  :  |"n1 

Snooper  Hours  for  inspection 


m 

J 

31 

A' 

m/ 

mf 

/         (62)  Culvert  Rating 
/  ^X(61)  Channel  Rating  : 
(113)  Scour  Critical : 
(71)  Waterway  Adequacy 


& 


Unrepaired  Spalls  : 
Deck  Surfacing  Depth  : 


T 


W 
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Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


ADDITIONAL  ELEMENT  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION   page£2_of_Z_ 

Structure  Number     /  df/^SOOO  /    O/0O1 
Location  Jg     Si     A;E     dkS3£&t££L 


FoimBMSAOO 


Element  Inspection  Date : 


Ur 


(/  /fey^J<r/L^ 


Skew  Angle : 


£ 


Design  Description :      £2. 


■S'tn'ncf  er~  //iffci  zr^ 


Span  Description 


Inspector  Initials: 


Left  Curb  Width: 


O 


Material  Description: 


Vinf^cr" 


hs& 


OuaffllyCalc  ^Jy  /  px  q  yj  _   yS  A 


PAorv 


Inspection  Notes 


_^   ^//^'    faff /SO  /*&)  SesrxWtul  frt?*>  cXXJ^ 

A/  "    prize./  fq/7/i//7Q  p/j/iKS    )nS/<j//trd  Since,    /asf  /n£/7ec/k>f)   //? 


s9£ 
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f  (*/[r<r^<>     n?rr^ /,//   /w    gr  £FerJ-   gn  ^-/r^a  J/t .    ns    sTrns/c. ?./■>/ /, V 


<V&t      n  fat  fit  /fiS 


Quantity  Calc.       ^J  /    /J  *?_z_pf$? 

Inspection  Notes  ^/rr^y      df/xr/rc/    /£-<£//      £Z,-,c/S.-^(?r/_/r/l/,7a    .     ftfe //'&)    ^////t^/ 
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C  S/rfnsdA.  -th&-h     doers  j/Frcf      '/As  ^tOdCzLzllh.     &£.    Ms    />r/'r/as* 


-£//<r/?/   **/■*&,?/   x-*/^/;™    s/r'Sr-r/rs/   P    JLdL   /      "■['  Jr/t/~/?rrr/ 
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<T    Ml 


Quantity  Calc. 


9-/S/J5   -/?.(* 


Inspection 
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Uonttns  Dop&rtinoiit 
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ADDITIONAL  ELEMENT  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION   page3Lof_L 
Structure  Number    Z  ^/f  /  ?<2/>^S)  A  O/OO/ 
Location     ^  /V   j£j  .4?/ tes^r^ 


FoimBMSADD 


Element  Inspection  Date  :     >y  /  yjQ  /  tf  $ 


Skew  Angle : 


c 


Design  Description :     <?yJ<L 


Qf/iT^r/r'-rf'/A/ifr' 


Span  Description : 


/  A/v>r/&rt 


^F^ 


Left  Curb  Width: 


o 


Material  Description :      y 


S/nt  hf/^ 


Inspector  Initials: 


J3CL 


Right  Curb  Width : 


£L 


<>*"%<**• JULL  L  I  ZL-y33-     dhdl  feit    //KteZ/rsJ  SlnnzL  f£  Inferior) 


"^ 


tnspection Notes      £j//_endj    & '  6T  ~ .s4Au £   4      AoS    dftrn      /snaPr/rsf1      eJ/  /fiUJtr  f£f/ 
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Quantity  Calc. 
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Inspection  Notes 
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Quantity  Calc. 


Inspection  Notes 
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Structure  Nlumter    /-  4^/3-2  ££>D  /•  £  /£>£  / 
Location     J?   />1   A^    /?-/?.CJrs>£'e  <Z 


FoimBMSAOO 


QuantityCaJc.  ^/■S',  7XX  ^.7  ^  J?/4.  P 


Inspection  Notes 


Car£  fos  />ccn  t222&j&cL  ^    &  "    SJ^lL  fWi/'/ia  0fes>&>     /n<rfo//ed 


£//ice.  \  fT '  /fiSar-c/Ton  -  ,4/<c    aS/m.-^J  „/a,i*  ;,-&    nirr'/nu  (A/  rrpof+tti  /icr°  £>(tncJ  —/>o. 


3/i 


J  '  ■    '  '    ~ /  *      ■"    r  '  '  I      -    »      ■    ■  ■■  ■■       )  i...  jr.il  ■ 
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AL 


r.np.jtf 


fr  ,?"/->  s~,r'<r 


J-6unJ  in  c^cX'jt 


X 
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inspection  Notes      &jc£S .  che  d^s     ti&Him^     <?*ir>'r,,jGilurePe*Jefkj^hptr,->i(Z. 
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Element  No. 


/£X 


Element  Description'' 


Env 


Quantity 


Units 


Insp  As  Each      Pet  State  1 


PctState2 


Pet  State  3 


PctState4 


PctState5 


9a/  r/srr-lA,    / 
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SlC 
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Quantity  Caic. <^y  4/  7  r  ^?-  3 


Inspection  Notes 
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Description  <\.J/?e/ 

Env 

Quantity 
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Pet  State  1 
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Pet  State  5 
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ADDITIONAL  ELEMENT  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION   page^of_Z1 
Structure  Number    Z  4£_I3J2  ^OT>   -A  C  (C/)/ 

Location  ~?   dLJ/£L     /2/?<;jr6Jf  e  r> 


FotmBMSAOO 


Element  Inspection  Date : 


41&UM 


Skew  Angle : 


n. 


Design  Description :      /Q 


J  hru    LruSS 


Span  Description : 


O    A-loi'n 


Left  Curb  Width : 


n 


Material 


Description:      ^>  SvWf 1 


Inspector  Initials:    J^^f^  £  /'P, 


Right  Curb  Width  : 


jOl 


<Z-        Env         Quantity  Units  Insp.  As  Each       Pet  State  1         PctState2         PctState3        PctState4         PctState5 
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Element  Inspection  Date :      -^//SD/0/^ 
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Design  Description : 

(O 

Thfu.  /n+ss 

Span  Description : 
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Left  Curb  Width: 
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Materia!  Description : 
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inspector  Initials:      ^^pzi&Jul 

Right  Curb  Width: 

/•>        1                                   1 
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Stillwater  River  Bridge  BR   9048(11)     (p.m.s.c#2295) 

NE  of  Absarokee  Environmental  Assessment 


Initial  Assessment  Form 

for 

County  Road  bridge  over  Stillwater  River 

13±  km  westerly  (8±  mi  upstream) 

from 
"RiversideTGarrigusTThompson's"  bridge 
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Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 
Printing  Date  :  Monday.  September  29  1997 


INITIAL  ASSESSMENT  FORM  FOR  STRUCTURE 
L481 33000+05001 
j~7MWABSAROKEEt 


Page  1 
ofJ5> 

Form:  bmsOOIweb 


General  Location  Data 

District  Code,  Number,  Location  05  Dist  5                       BILLINGS 

County  Code,  Location  :  095  STILLWATER 

Kind  of  Hwy  Code,  Description  :  44  County  Hwy 

Owner  by  Code,  Description  :  2County  Highway  Agency 
Intersecting  Feature  :  STILLWATER  RIVER      036 

Structure  on  the  State  System  :|~~  Structure  on  the  NHS  : 

Structure  Latitude :  45*31 '48"              Longitude 


Division  Code,  Location  :51        BILLINGS 
City  Code,  Location  :  00000  RURAL  AREA 
Route  Number:  48133 
Maintained  by  Code,  Location  :  2County  Highway  Agency 

Kilometer  Post :  .804673 


109*34*30" 


Structure  Rating  &  Post'ng  Data 
Loading  Data  : 


Design  Loading  Code, 

Desc  :  I 

13M 

■0  Other  or  Unknown 

;    Inventory  Load,  Type, 

Desc  :| 

■2  AS  Allowable  Stress 

Operating  Load,  Type. 

Desc : 
Desc  :| 

24.41 

■2AS  Allowable  Stress 

Posting  Code, 

■3  1 0.0-1 9.9%below 

Rating  Data  : 

Operating 

Inventory           Posting 

Truck  Type  1  : 

-1 

ISj                   15 

Truck  Type  2  : 

"1 

18 

Truck  Type  3  : 

H 

20j 

Structure  Deck,  Roadway  &  Span  Data 

Structure  Length  :  31 .70  M 
Deck  Area  :   1 57  M  SQ 
Deck  Roadway  Width  :  4.97  M 
Approach  Roadway  Width  :  7.32  M 
Number  of  Main  Spans  :  1 
Number  of  Approach  Spans  :  0 

Structure  Vertical  &  Horizontal  Clearance  Data 

Vertical  Clearance  Over :  3.51  M 

Vertical  Clearance  Under :  0.00  M 


Traffic  Data 

Total  ADT:  100 

Truck  Percent :  3  % 

ADT  Count  Year:  1995 


Structure  Construction  Data 

Construction  Project  Number : 

Construction  Station  :  + 
Construction  Drawing  Number :  none 
Construction  Year :  1 984 
Reconstruction  Year :  0 


Horizontal  Clearance  Under  Right  :  0.00  M 
Horizontal  Clearance  Under  Left  :  0.00  M 


NBI  Inspection  Data        Inspection  Due  Date  :  01  January  1998 


(90)  Date  of  Last  Inspection  :  01  Jahuary;i996 


(90)  Inspection  Date  :  I       f~/2.-OA 


(91)  Inspection  Fequency  (months)  :24 
Sufficiency  Rating  :         49 
Structure  Status  :  Fuctionally  Obsolete 


(67)  Structure  Rating 
(58)   Deck  Rating 
(59)  Superstructure  Rating  :[^f| 
(60)  Substructure  Rating  : 

Crew  Hours  for  inspection 


(112)Structure  of  NBI  Length  : 


(68)  Deck  Geometry 
(72)  App  Rdwy  Align 

(41  >  Posting  Status 


(36A)  Bridge  Rail  Rating  : 
(36B)  Transition  Rating  : 
(36C)  Approach  Rail  Rating 
(36D)  Ena  Rail  Rating  : 
Snooper  Required  :  [~N~j 
Snooper  Hours  for  inspection 


m 

3© 

0 
u 

0 

(62)  Culvert  Rating 

"^      (61)  Channel  Rating 

(113)  Scour  Critical 

(71)  Waterway  Adequacy 


EMtt 

/u 

I 

is 

71 

Unrepaired  Spalls 
Deck  Surfacing  Depth 


f\\cW  Uw^^ 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


ADDITIONAL  ELEMENT  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION    PAge_2_of. 

Structure  Number  L  Vfl    /3?    OoO-j-  o.s~w>-i 
Location    "?  /vi»  *     U)      ^hj^c^d^g^ 


Form  BMSAOD 


Quantity  Calc. 


Inspect™ N0t6S />u-^^-^^«^    b<K-    h*r,      ^t^Q     «J>&    /tUlUtA+A     Uj^ur.     «L^/i+.    S<_rJ-,^    r> 


X 


Bemeqt  No. 

in  i  ii  ii     n    ii          d           ■ 

Description   """ 

Env 

Quantity 

Units 

Insp.  As  Each 

Pet  State  1 

Pet  State  2 

Pet  State  3 

Pet  State  4 

l^ke^    (h^Jl-u_ 

/ 

/z.1 

Av 

*>* 

jT~ 

Pet  State  5 


Quantity  Calc. 


U2  *  V       -tLL. 


Inspection  Notes 


rvwsi*  IAA-*.     c  L^.  A-tk   /:  i^-^<^  '—  £***<_  \AAt*j?4ju 


&JagmJ*&    j 


*Sh 


Quantity  Calc. 


ILJUc 


M- 


Inspection  Notes 


M*£ji 


<^j  z^rC  fr*j^    Li^ri^nur  J^*!  /tiiSs  -    A-t<^  *4jP 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


ADDITIONAL  ELEMENT  ASSESSMENT  INFORMATION    page^ of^ 
Structure  Number  L^S     /3  3     °Q6  -f    QJUZl 
Location     7^      ^       ^^<^^it^~ 


Form  BMSAOD 


Mk(,^ 


\lw*Xe^  \jJjJ(- 


Quantity  Calc. 


M.l    K>.      u?  V 


Inspection  Notes 


Quantity  Calc.      -^ 


inspect  Notes  J^_^p   -  /^  ^J,    l*«j  ,     ~sU,U>  M>  J~*h~U,  **J>J,,,..J>   <,.-JL. 


Element  No. 


Element  Description 


Env 


Quantity 


Units 


Insp.  As  Each 


Pet  State  1 


Pet  State  2 


Pet  State  3 


Pet  State  4 


Pet  State  £ 


Quantity  Calc. 


Inspection  Notes 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


giQIQgBAEiii£lBISg£CTION  INFORMATIVE! 
Structure  Number_^>^^^  c*o^ 4.  <r<K  ~ / 

Location 2**L-JO    ^kte+JkL. 


PAGE  OF 


Pora  8MSPIC 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


PHOTOGRAPHIC  1NSPFCTQN  INFORMATinM 

Structure  Number   JL  ^0  /_?,?    Qtn.-fo.  <TzV-/ 
Location 7 /f-^C   UJ      Tr^s^nJ^  o 


PAGE OF 


Forra  BWSPIC 


gpg 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


PHOTOGRAPHIC  INSPECTION  INFORIl/JATfOM 

Structure  Number    Z_yg  /J 3  d>Cgj»o_  ,  rm-  f 
Location   ^. '   CU   /Z^j^^^,       


yLs    //*7^C 


H 


^c.    g£gE 


PAGE OF 


form  SMSPIC 


Montana  Department 

of  Transportation 


PHOTOGRAPHIC  INSPECTION  INFORMATION 

Structure  Number   /-¥■£    /SS    o&q -re*,  .fry-/ 
Location. 7aw'    Lu    jf&gzsrs-JU*^. 


PAGE  OF 


Po.-m  BWSPIC 


Stillwater  River  Bridge                                                                                                                 BR  9048(11)     (p.m.s.c#229S) 
NE  of  Absarokee Environmental  Assessment 

Appendix  F 

Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act 

AD-1 006  form 


mMH  Appendix  F 


US.  Department  of  Agriculture 


i  MASTER  FILEl 
[COPY      | 


FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING 

PART  1  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Date  Of  Land  Evaluation  Request 

-Apr-99 

N.meOfPro1«STILLWATER      R      ^      ABSARQKE 

Federal  Aflenev  Involved 

USJoT-  -ederal    Hiahwav   Admim'sfrarinn 

Proposed  Land  Use 

hiahwav  riaht-of-way 

County  And  State 

Stillwater       .    Montana 

PART  II  (To  be  completed  by  SCS) 

t>»i«  Reaoest  Ftactived  6v  StCS                                     "y,"x,"l:Jh 

t                                                                                                  I— ■  ■;■;■;■;.;■;;■;;;;;,.;,:;. 

:     Ooej  The  site  contain  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  important  farmland?  : :-.::::.:::::;:  Ye*     N 

o 

3 

Acre*  Irrigated; 

Average  Pa<m  Sire 

/■    (if  no,  the  FPPA  does  nor  apply  -  do  not  complete  additional  pans  of  this  fotm^    ■■  O      L" 

;.    >A»pr  CropW    :.:::.;  : 

Farmeol>  land  In  Govt.  Jyr«d»cj  ton- •••:•:•: 

Acres;                                      % 

Amc-win  pit  Farfrrtiand  As  0«'>r>«d  <n  fp^ 

N*m»  Of  Land  £vaiuaiioo  System  Used 

Name  Qt  Loc»i  Site  Assessment  Syvem  : ..-;. 

Oeie  Larxd  Ev^uaoao  ReKiroed  8v  SCS 

PART  III  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Alternative  Site  Rating 

Site  A 

Site  B 

Site  C 

Site  O 

A.    Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Directly 

1  .65 

B.     Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly 

0 

C.    Total  Acres  In  Site 

3.27 

PART  IV  {To  be  completed  by  SCS)   Land  Evaluation  Information 

A,    Total  Acres  'Prime  And  Unique  farmland 

: 

B.     Total  Acres  Statewide  And  Local  Important  Farmland    ::;-   • 

::.::  :•:••  :::-x:: :;::::::-. .; 

-   ■       ,,,,,,,.  .j 

:xC.     PercentageO*  Farmland  In  County  Or  local  Govt.  Unit  To  Be  Convened    : 

•        :--':■'■: 

' 

'  D.     Pereenr.»g»  Or  farmland  |n  Govt  Jur.sd»cJr©r>  yV.th  Sa-7*»  Or  Higher  Rnrt>v«  V«<ue 

PART;  V  {To  be  completed  Oy  SCS)  Land  £  vafuatio 
Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  To  Be  Convert* 

:•:•: .  a  • .  :■:-.. ..  :•...-. . . .-.  .■.■*.  :•:•:•.•;•:•:  :-.-.-.-.-: . ■.-.■:■. -t 

d  (Scale  ofOto  1O0 Poinn)  ■;•! 

::::::  :■■'■':■'■:■■      :■■■!  :  ■■:■: . ■:■: : : : : :    :::  :  1   :■:■:>::■-■■■  y.'ffyyi 

PART  VI  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 
■  Site  Assessment  Criteria  (These  criteria  are  explained  in  7  CFR  658.51b) 

Maximum 
Point* 

1.  Are;.       Nonurban  Use 

1R 

15 

2.  Perimeter  In  Nonurban  Use 

in 

10 

3.  Percent  Of  Site  Being  Farmed 

?n 

10 

4.  Protection  Provided  By  State  And  Local  Government 

?n 

0 

5.  Distance  From  Urban  Builtup  Area 

(N/A) 

rN/A^> 

6.  Distance  To  Urban  Support  Senrices 

(N/A) 

(N/A) 

7.  Size  Of  Present  Farm  Unit  Compared  To  Average 

10 

1 

8.  Creation  Of  Nonfarmable  Farmland 

25 

0 

9.  Availability  Of  Farm  Support  Services 

5 

4 

10.  On-Farm  Investments 

20 

5 

11.  Effects  Of  Conversion  On  Farm  Support  Services 

25 

0 

12.  Compatibility  With  Existing  Agricultural  Use 

10 

0 

TOTAL  SITE  ASSESSMENT  POINTS 

160 

45 

PART  VII  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  (From  Part  V) 

100 

100 

Total  Site  Assessment  (From  Part  VI  above  or  a  local 
site  assessment) 

160 

45 

TOTAL  POINTS  (Total of  above  2  lines) 

260 

145 

Site  Selected:          A 

Date  Of  Selection  06 -Apr -1999 

Was  A  Local  Site  Assessment  Used? 

Yes  O                  No   K) 

Reason  For  Selection: 

"Total  Points"  less-than  160,  therefore  under  7  CFR  658.4(c) 


part  (2) 


"Sites  receiving  a  total  score  of  less  than  160"  (will)  "be  given  a  minimum  level  of 
consideration  for  protection  and  no  further  sites"  (need)  "be  evaluated." 


(See  Instructions  on  reverse  tidal 


Form  AD  1006  (10-83 


'STEPS  IN  THE  PROCESSING  THE  FARMLAND  AND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 

Step  1  -  Federal  agencies  involved  in  proposed  projects  that  may  convert  farmland,  as  defined  in  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  Act  (FPPA)  to  nonagricultural  uses,  will  initially  complete  Parts  I  and  III  of  the  form. 

Step  2  —  Originator  will  send  copies  A,  B  and  C,  together  with  maps  indicating  locations  of  site(s),  to  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  (SCS)  local  field  office  and  retain  copy  D  for  their  files.  (Note:  SCS  has  a  field  office  in  most  counties  in  the  U.S.  The 
field  office  is  usually  located  in  the  county  seat.  A  list  of  field  office  locations  are  available  from  the  SCS  State  Conservationist 
in  each  state). 

Step  3  -  SCS  will,  within  45  calendar  days  after  receipt  of  form,  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  site(s)  of  the  pro- 
posed project  contains  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  important  farmland. 

Step  4  —  In  cases  where  farmland  covered  by  the  FPPA  will  be  converted  by  the  proposed  project,  SCS  field  offices  will  com- 
plete Parts  II,  IV  and  V  of  the  form. 

Step  5  —  SCS  will  return  copy  A  and  B  of  the  form  to  the  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  project.  (Copy  C  will  be  retained  for 
SCS  records). 

Step  6  —    The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  complete  Parts  VI  and  VII  of  the  form. 

Step  7  —  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  proposed  conver- 
sion is  consistent  with  the  FPPA  and  the  agency's  internal  polices. 


INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  COMPLETING  THE  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 

Part  I:  In  completing  the  "County  And  State"  questions  list  all  the  local  governments  that  are  responsible 
for  local  land  use  controls  where  site(s)  are  to  be  evaluated. 

Part  III:  In  completing  item  B  (Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly),  include  the  following: 

1 .  Acres  not  being  directly  converted  but  that  would  no  longer  be  capable  of  being  farmed  after  the  conver- 
sion, because  the  conversion  would  restrict  access  to  them. 

2.  Acres  planned  to  receive  services  from  an  infrastructure  project  as  indicated  in  the  project  justification 
(e.g.  highways,  utilities)  that  will  cause  a  direct  conversion. 

Part  VI:  Do  not  complete  Part  VI  if  a  local  site  assessment  is  used. 

Assign  the  maximum  points  for  each  site  assessment  criterion  as  shown  in  § 658.5(b)  of  CFR.  In  cases  of 
corridor-type  projects  such  as  transportation,  powerline  and  flood  control,  criteria  #5  and  #6  will  not  apply 
and  will  be  weighted  zero,  however,  criterion  #8  will  be  weighted  a  maximum  of  25  points,  and  criterion 
#1 1  a  maximum  of  25  points. 

Individual  Federal  agencies  at  the  national  level,  may  assign  relative  weights  among  the  13  site  assessment 
criteria  other  than  those  shown  in  the  FPPA  rule.  In  all  cases  where  other  weights  are  assigned,  relative  adjust- 
ments must  be  made  to  maintain  the  maximum  total  weight  points  at  160. 

In  rating  alternative  sites,  Federal  agencies  shall  consider  each  of  the  criteria  and  assign  points  within  the 
limits  established  in  the  FPPA  rule.  Sites  most  suitable  for  protection  under  these  criteria  will  receive  the 
highest  total  scores,  and  sites  least  suitable,  the  lowest  scores. 

Part  VTJ:  In  computing  the  "Total  Site  Assessment  Points",  where  a  State  or  local  site  assessment  is  used 
and  the  total  maximum  number  of  points  is  other  than  160,  adjust  the  site  assessment  points  to  a  base  of  160. 
Example:  if  the  Site  Assessment  maximum  is  200  points;  and  alternative  Site  "A"  is  rated  180  points: 
Total  points  assigned  Site  A  =  180  x  160  =  144  points  for  Site  "A." 
Maximum  points  possible         200 


"Alternative  accessible  formats  of  this 
document  will  be  provided  on  request'' 


